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ADVERTISEMENT. 


Tuts Book has become so scarce that a copy is 
not now to be procured at any of the London 
Booksellers. It is too valuable a defence of the 
doctrine of justification by grace through faith 
from many subtle objections, to be lost. The 
Author lived after the publication of some works 
(such as Mr. Baxter’s Aphorisms of Justification, 
and his Confession of Faith, and Bishop Bull’s 
Harmony) in which the attempting to illustrate 
this most important doctrine, and to guard it by 
new distinctions from solifidian and antinomian 
errors, has given rise to some statements detri- 
mental to its nature, simplicity, and purity. 
Bishop Barlow well establishes that scriptural - 
system which was taught at the Reformation. It 
is to be regretted, however, for the general 
reader (although to the biblical student it may 
prove advantageous) that the occasion which 
called for his letters led him to defend it in a 
scholastic or controversial manner, rather than to 
discuss-and enforce it practically and experiment- 
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ally. Justification by grace through faith, under 
the teaching of the Holy Spirit, is the grand 
relief of a burdened conscience, and a main spring 
of religious obedience. ‘Thus St. Paul and thus 
the Reformers brought it forward ; and whenever 
it is thus brought forward, it cannot fail, we ven- 
ture to affirm, of producing real practical good, 
The objections, however, of those who do not 
receive. it, the adulteration of some, and the 
abuses of others who profess to hold it, make a 
scriptural and able defence of it, in an exact and 
logical method, truly valuable. 

Those who wish to pursue the subject will find 
much information in Luther on the Galatians, 
The Homily on Salvation, Witherspoon’s Essay 
on Justification, and Jon. Edward’s discourse on 
Justification. 

May the good Spirit of our God more and 
more revive among us the doctrines and spirit 
of the Reformation, and of the first days of 
Christianity. , 
EK. BICKERSTETH. 


Islington, Oct. 16, 1827. 


PREFACE, 


AutHoueH these Letters of the learned and pious Bishop 
Barlow, lay long obscure in the hands of the Widow of the 
Minister to whom they were written; yet, many years 
before I saw them, the fame of the first of them had largely 
spread itself: not that many had seen, or read it, nor that 
all were capable of judging of that learning and solid judg- 
ment; which upon this publication will be taken notice of ; 
- but, that the condescension of this great man was justly 
admirable, even to those who had not the same sentiments 
with the Bishop in the Controversy, a Letter, consisting 
of above twelve sheets of large paper, in so fair a copy, 
written with so much accuracy, for the satisfaction and 
private use of one Minister, by a Bishop that had so many 
other weighty affairs in his hands, is an instance of humility 
fit to be laid before the best and highest men. I know this 
Controversy hath been largely handled, and much written 
of it, especially of late ; but perhaps it may not be thought 
an incongruous expression, if I say, those Letters, in re- 
gard of the Author, matter, and style, are fit to be counted 
a determination of the whole: and so it will be no objec- 
tion, that they are written so scholastically; seeing much 
of this Controversy is more proper for the schools than for 
the pulpit. The Discourse, which occasioned the Minister’s 
first writing to the Bishop, was at his receiving institution 
to that living ; which was about eight years after I received, 
from the same hands, as appears by comparing the date 
of the First Letter with the time of his taking possession 
of it: and it brings to my mind a passage on the Bishop’s 
private directions to me on that solemn occasion.—Speak- 
ing of such like questions, particularly about the Arminian 
points, “‘ Study them,” said he, ‘‘ Study them; the truth 
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lies on one side: but do not trouble the people with them.” 
And if private Christians, especially of meaner capacities, 
do content themselves with their Bibles and Catechisms, 
and other good practical books, and leave these polemical 
discourses to their teachers, and more learned readers, they 
will best answer the Bishop’s design in writing, and mine 
in publishing these Letters. The Minister, for whom this 
great Bishop was at so much pains, was eminent in his 
place and day for serious godliness and usefulness. His 
character is already published to the world, in his Funeral 
Sermon: but I, being to publish (mostly) his blemishes, 
may be allowed to conceal his name. Only, that we may 
excuse him what we can, the reader is desired to take 
notice, that though the Bishop’s Letters are printed from 
his own fair original copy, yet the Minister’s Letters are 
from a transcript of a rough draught; and that some ex- 
pressions in the first, as is hoped, might be better worded 
in the copy sent to the Bishop: but, I think, his Christian 
acknowledgment of his fault, in the Second Letter, is his 
best excuse for some appearing rudeness in the First. I 
have heard much of what effect the Bishop’s arguments 
and humility had upon him, as to his preaching and con- 
verse, afterwards ; but in such general expressions, that I 
can set down nothing but this—that he often repented that 
he had spent so much time in reading the books (doubtless, 
the controversial ones) of that great and holy man; whose 
aphorisms, that came out after the year 1640, seemed first 
to the Bishop to deviate from the received opinion in the 
reformed churches. This is all that I have to advertize 
the reader of. A 


a 
R. MAYO. 


MR. J. W.’S FIRST LETTER 


TO 


BISHOP BARLOW. 


My Lorp, 


I nave often, and sometimes with sadness, 
revolved what your Lordship said when I was 
with you; viz. That if any of your clergy should 
print, write, or preach up the doctrine of justifi- 
cation by works, you would, according to a law 
in that case, deprive them ipso facto. The law, 
I suppose, is the Fifth Canon, that censures the 
impugners of the Thirty-Nine Articles, in which 
there is not one syllable, that I know of, against 
justification by works. For Article XI. speaks 
only against justification for our own works or 
deserving, which is quite another matter. Can 
it be any crime for men to speak as God himself 
speaks by his holy apostle St. James ?—That a 
man is justified by works. Is this the same as 
to be justified for our own works or deservings, 
which the Article condemns? If it be, then the 
Article confutes St. James. If it be not, then 
B 
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there is no danger to assert, with St. James, 
justification by good works; and then it deserves 
no censure, and then sure not the severe censure 
of deprivation. If the Article had asserted, that 
we are not justified by works in any sense, it had 
made war against heaven, and 1 would never 
subscribe to such an Article, though an angel 
from heaven should preach it. But, God be 
thanked, there is no such Article. If it be said, 
That the latter clause of the Article excludes all 
justification by works, when it saith, Wherefore 
that we are justified by faith only, is a most 
wholesome doctrine, and very full of comfort, 
as more largely is expressed in the Homily of 
Justification.t . 

Answ. This clause doth not absolutely and 
unlimitedly assert justification by faith only, (for 
so it would seem to contradict. St. James’s saying, 
We are justified by works, and not by faith only,) 
but limitedly, and the limitation is to the larger 
explication of this phrase in the Book of Homilies ; 
therefore thither we must go tofetch the meaning 
of it: and this shows the great wisdom and mo- 
deration of the contrivers of this Article, that in 
an assertion where they might seem to oppose 
the scripture, they durst not stop, nor let it pass 
without such a limitation, as will save it harmless. 
Reverend Dr. Tully, and, since him, pious Mr. 
Troughton, in the recitation of this Article, have 
both of them left out the limitation ; for what 
ends they know best themselves. But my reve- 


1 The Homily on Salvation is meant.—EpiTor. 
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rend and good friend and neighbour, Mr. C. 
Gataker, in his Harmony, title page, hath ho- 
nestly and faithfully recited the whole; and I 
believe he durst not leave out the last clause, 
though his cause engaged him to it as much as 
theirs. Now, seeing the Article appeals to the 
Homily, to the Homily we will go.. And this 
tells us over and over, that justification by faith 
only, is spoken to exclude the merit of our 
works, as being unable to deserve justification at 
his hands, and thus faith itself also is excluded. 
Hom. Justif. Part ii. p. 17. Which plainly sug- 
gests to us a distinction between faith, considered 
as a condition of justification, and as a meri- 
torious cause. We are not justified by it this 
latter way, saith the Homily, therefore the former ; 
for surely we are justified by faith some way or 
other. 

Your Lordship and some other learned men 
say, We are justified by faith as an instrument, 
not as a condition. 

Answ. 1. If faith be an instrument of justifi- 
cation, then it is an efficient cause, which is too 
high an exaltation of man’s act or work. 2. The 
Book of Homilies saith not a word; and there- 
fore I believe they had not a thought of faith’s 
instrumentality, whereon so great stress is laid 
now-a-days. But I humbly conceive, that the 
dispute about faith’s instrumentality on the one 
hand, and its conditionality on the other, is but a 
strife about words, and that learned men on both 
‘sides mean the same thing. Though faith’s 
instrumentality be the more improper phrase,, 
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and the gospel promise is properly the instru- 
ment of justification; for thereby this benefit, 
i. e. the right to it, is conveyed to us, on con- 
dition of faith :—if we believe, we obtain it; if 
not, we do not. 

Obj. But St. Paul excludes and opposes justi- 
fication by works; and then it follows, that we 
are justified by faith only, without any considera- 
tion of works or limitation of faith only. 

Answ. St. Paul opposes justification by all 
works, in the Jewish sense of that phrase; viz. 
when works are held to be meritorious causes of 
justification, as the Jews reputed them to be: 
and thus Paul’s meaning is expounded by the 
Church of England, Article XI. Not for our own 
works or deservings. But, more plainly, Hom. 
Justif. Part ii. p. 17. We be justified freely, with- 
out all merit of our own good works, as St. Paul 
doth express it. Nothing can be more plain from 
hence than this, that the Church of England, and 
St. Paul too, oppose justification by works; not 
in all senses, for then he must needs oppose 
St. James, that asserts it in a Christian sense, 
but only in the sense of merit, which was the 
then Jewish, and is the now Popish, sense of that 
phrase ; and if any one thus assert it, let him be 
anathema. For Christ’s blood is the only meri- 
torious cause of justification; and they that hold 
this surely can neither be Papists nor Socinians, 
though in some things they agree with both. 
The Papists and we agree in asserting Christ’s 
satisfaction: but differ in that they mingle human 
merits and satisfaction with it. The Socinians 
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and we agree in asserting the condition of good 
works, as well as faith to justify: but differ in 
that they exclude Christ’s righteousness from 
being the meritorious cause thereof. 

Give me leave, my Lord, to suggest one other 
sense of justification by faith only; viz. That we 
are at first brought into a state of justification by 
faith only: which seems agreeable to Article 
XIII. and Hom. Justif. Part ii. p. 16; yet we 
are continued in that state by faith and works 
also. 

I know it is commonly said, that faith justifies, 
and that faith only justifies: but take them pro- 
perly and not popularly, and they are dangerous 
expressions, implying that man is his own jus- 
tifier ; whereas justification is the act and office 
of God, and net of man. ‘‘ It is God that justi- 
fies.”” Rom. viii. 33. Whereas if faith did pro- 
perly justify, it might be truly said, it is man 
that justifies: for what faith, which is man’s act, 
doth, man himself may be said to do. But 
these phrases, as they are not scripture, (for the 
scripture still useth the passive phrase, of being 
justified by faith, not the active that faith jus- 
tifies,) so neither are they agreeable to our church, 
which, Hom. II. p. 17, saith, that justification 
is the office of God only, and that it is not our 
own act to believe in Christ, which is within us, 
that doth justify us, and deserve our justification 
to us. Mark, that this author in express terms 
denies that faith justifies us, meaning in the 
efficient and meritorious sense. How contrary is 
this, not only to faith’s merit, but its instru- 

B 3 


6 MR.. J. W'S. FIRST LETTER 


mentality! For sure, if it were the instrument 
of justification, it might properly be said to jus- 
tify us; and justification to be its office, and 
consequently man’s office ; whereas the Homily 
saith a little above, that justification is not the 
office of man, but of God. 

Obj. But Hom. I. p. 14, 15, saith, that faith 
doth not shut out repentance, hope, love, dread, 
and fear of God, to be joined with faith in every 
man, that is justified; but it shuts them out from 
the office of justifying ; so that though they be 
all present together in him that is justified, yet 
they justify not altogether, and faith so excludes 
good works, that we may not do them to this 
intent, to be made just by doing them, that is, to 
be justified thereby. | 

Answ. The doctrine of justification by faith, 
doth not only shut out all other virtues from the 
office of justifying, but doth also shut out faith 
itself from that office; for p. 17 expressly asserts 
justification to be the office of God only; and 
denies that it is the office of man, and that faith 
justifies. Indeed if faith did justify, justification 
must needs be the office of man, as much as faith 
is his duty : nor may we do good works for this 
intent, to be made just, or justified by them, viz. 
in a way of merit, as the book frequently expounds 
itself; and so presently after, our justification 
comes freely, by the mere mercy of God, without 
any of our desert ordeserving. So that the Homily 
makes it no more the office of faith to justify, 
than of any other virtue, which is none at all. 
But this doctrine of free justification by Christian 
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faith and works, as conditions only, excludes all 
man’s merits, yea, even of faith itself, as well as 
any thing else. 

So much to show that the assertion of justifica- 
tion by Christian works, is not contrary to the 
Scripture, or to the Church of England. I will 
crave leave to urge one argument for it from St. 
Paul, who is thought to be its greatest antagonist ; 
it is this, he that is justified by faith, and by the 
repeated acts thereof, is justified by works. But 
the saints are justified by faith and its repeated 
acts; ergo, they are justified by works. The 
major is proved from St. Paul, who twice calls 
faith the work of faith, 2 Thess. i. 11. and 1 Thess. 
i. 3. Therefore so many renewed acts of faith, so 
many works of faith. The minor, that we are 
justified by faith, which is no more than to be 
justified by the continued acts of the habit of 
faith, is frequently asserted by St. Paul, and 
granted by all. Therefore the conclusion is good : 
the sum is, that if we are justified by faith, we are 
justified by a work, and consequently by works, 
because faith isa work; if by believing, then by 
working, because believing is working, as it must 
needs be if faith be a work; and one would think 
such an argument unanswerable; but how easily 
can learned men evade it thus: we are justified 
by faith, not as it is a work, but as it is an instru- 
ment receiving Christ’s righteousness. This an- 
swer I have often heard and read, but pace doc- 
torum. 1. It is groundless, in that it hath no 
foundation, either of Scripture, or of our church, . 
or of reason to support it. There is no such 
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phrase, either in the Bible, or any of our church 
books. 2. It contradicts itself, in saying, that faith 
justifies not as a work, but as it receives Christ’s 
righteousness. To receive Christ’s righteousness is 
to do somewhat; ergo, it is to work. Therefore, 
if we are justified by faith, as it receives Christ’s 
righteousness, we are justified by it as a work : 
if a beggar cannot have an alms, unless on con- 
dition that he will stretch forth his hand to 
receive it, though the beggar do not work or act 
or do any thing by giving as the donor doth, yet 
sure his receiving is doing something, and so far 
as it is doing any thing, itis acting or working. 
It is nothing to the purpose, and it grants the very 
thing that it undertakes to dispute against. ‘The 
assertion is double, 1. That we are justified by 
faith, this is granted. 2. That faith is a work, 
this is also granted. ‘Therefore there is as much 
granted as we contend for. Hence we say, it 
fairly follows, that a man is justified by works, 
which is as natural and easy a consequence, as it 
is possible for a man to make: and yet this pro- 
position is denied conjunctim when it is granted 
divisim, in the two propositions from whence it 
so naturally results; which, contrary to all rules 
of learning and reasoning, is to deny the conclu- 
sion, when they are forced to grant both the pre- 
mises. Further, let this be our proposition, that 
a man is justified by the work of faith. The 
learned adversaries deny it for this reason, because 
we are not justified by faith, as it is a work: 
which is to say somewhat, but much less than 
nothing ; for we do not assert, that a man is jus- 
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tified by faith as it isa work. The proposition 
is de re, whether we are justified by any work : 
the answer is de modo rei, viz. that we are not 
justified by a work, or works, as works; and so 
is nothing to the present question, but to another, 
viz. concerning the manner of justification by 
works. Another case will illustrate it, let this be 
the proposition, a man’s heart is cheered by 
drinking red wine: a disputant comes forth and 
undertakes to prove the falseness of this proposi- 
tion, and in the first place, he tells us what he 
grants, viz. 1. That the wine is red. 2. That 
man’s heart is cheered by it. Now this is by 
parts to yield all that is asserted in the whole 
proposition, and yet he will deny the whole pro- 
position for this reason, because a man’s heart is 
not cheered by drinking red wine, as it is red, 
which the adversary never yet asserted. Just 
thus do reverend men argue, when they deny 
justification by faith, which is a work. And 
though they grant justification by faith, and grant 
that faith is a work, viz. because we are not jus- 
tified by faith, as it is a work, which their adver- 
- garies do no where assert, and these are two 
questions. 1. Whether we are justified by works 
in any sense. 2. How or in what sense we are so. 
The former is the question debated; and there- 
fore the answer should be fitted to that, whereas 
it is fitted only to the latter. There are many 
other assertions and distinctions of these learned 
men, which, if examined, are as obnoxious as this, 
but I will not trouble your lordship nor myself 
with them now. I hope, my Lord, that upon a 
serious view of what is here said, vou will enter- 
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tain a more candid opinion of those learned men 
of our own, that have, in an honest and Christian 
sense, asserted justification by works, both in the 
press and pulpit, and that are as much against it 
in the Jewish sense as their adversaries can be, 
there being nothing mm this doctrine that is con- 
trary to the Church of England, or Scripture, or 
reason. I should not have taken the boldness to 
have sent this script, if your Lordship had not 
allowed it, when you required me to write to you, 
before I should preach or publish any thing of 
this matter; and also if I had not thought your 
lordship too severe in your threatening of depri- 
vation. Sure, my lord, you cannot be ignorant 
that divers dignitaries of our church and others, 
very pious and learned men, and some of them of 
my acquaintance, that are of the opinion opposed 
by your lordship, and divers of them have preached 
and printed for it: and God hath blest and pros- 
pered their labours in the ministry to do much 
good. Now can it consist with the famed candour 
and moderation of your lordship, to silence and 
deprive them all, if you had them in your reach, 

if they should dare to write or preach for justifica- 
tion, by Christian works in any sense. Alas then, 

what had become of Dr. Hammond, Dr. Patrick, 
Dr. Tillotson, Dr. Stillingfleet, Dr. Pierce, Dr. 
Whitbert, Mr. Bull, Mr. Baxter, Mr. Rawlet, 
Dr. Smalwood, &c. Allmenof great worth and 
learning; they must all have been silenced by 
you, had they been in your jurisdiction, not for 
opposing the word, nor the Church of England, 
but for opposing your notions, or not expressing 
their minds in your phrases, At this rate St. 
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James and St. Paul must have excommunicated 
each other. Andall superiors must rend andruin 
the church of Christ, if their inferiors will dare to 
preach any thing against their set forms of speech, 
though they agree with themin the main. It hath 
been no small trouble to me, that so good a man 
as you are reputed to be, and I hope, are, should 
discover such a spirit, now you are in power: 
but I pray, and hope, that God will give you to 
see that itis not according to the gospel, and that 
in an age so cold for charity and void of good 
works, nothing can be more needful for us to 
preach and press, than St. James’s doctrine, 
chap. ii, And how that can be done without 
preaching up justification by good works, (in a 
Christian sense, viz. as conditions, not as merito- 
rious causes thereof,) I am not able to imagine. 
My lord, I beseech you, believe that it is nothing 
but my charity to your soul, and honour of your 
goodness and learning, which hath drawn these 
lines from me; and for once accept of a Christian 
admonition from your inferior, and correct the 
sharpness of your foresaid censure, and love and 
encourage all your clergy, that preach and live 
well, though they be not of your mind in extra- 
fundamentals, nor can use your phrases in the 
explication of every doctrine, andso you will gain 
the love of God and man, and maintain the repu- 
tation, which you have formerly had, not only of a 
learned, but of a moderate and candid person ; 
which that you may do, is the prayer of 
your humble servant, 
Jaa 
Feb. 28, 1677. 
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St. James’s justification by works, is the par- 
doning a man, and continuing him in a state 
of pardon, upon the doing of godly works, that 
spring from faith. And what harm is in such 
doctrine, I am too weak sighted to perceive; nor 
can I think it unlawful for a minister to take, 
James ii. 21, or 24. for his text ;. which if he do, 
and preach not up justification by works, sure he 
will make a strange sermon, and yet more 
strange, if he should from thence preach against 
all justification by any works. That pardon and 
justification are the same thing, is twice asserted 
in the book of Homilies, which is clear enough 
against some Neotericks, that will have justifica- 
tion to consist in the pardon of sin, and imputa- 
tion of Christ’s righteousness, of which neither 
homily nor scripture says any thing. From 
whence your lordship, I suppose, ere this hath 
corrected your mistake, when you told us, that 
imputing Christ’s righteousness was eleven times 
used in one chapter, viz. Rom. iv. as Arminius 
himself granted. This I was then bold to deny 
as well knowing the contrary; the same candour 
may at once pardon my boldness, and rectify 
your own error. It is not imputing Christ’s 
righteousness, but imputing righteousness, that 
is there mentioned, which is the same pardon or 
justification ; and this for the sake of Christ’s 
righteousness. 
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OF 


JUSTIFICATION. 


Sir, 


i RECEIVED, and read your letter; and was not 
a little troubled, for your sake, to find so very 
great confidence; without any just ground for 
it. Considering the circumstances and condition 
I am in, in this place: 1. Having no books, my 
library being at Bugden. 2. Being engaged in 
many public businesses. 3. And being for 
several weeks, by reason of sickness, confined to 
my chamber; I say, these things considered, 
I had reason enough to have laid your letter 
aside, and returned no answer ; especially, seeing 
you desire none, but, with a strange confidence, 
believing your reasons demonstrative, you expect. 
noreply; but, as you are pleased to say, my 
recantation, and correction of my errors. That 
you and I may err, will, I suppose, be granted ; 
G 
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but the question is, which of us errs in this par- 
ticular, whether you, who assert justification by 
our own works, and inherent righteousness, or I, 
who deny it? For the clearing of this question, 
for manifesting that you are much mistaken, 
with my reasons why I think you are so, for the 
love I bear to truth and you, and that I may, 
according to my place and duty, in all meekness 
endeavour your restitution to the knowledge and 
belief of the truth; I have writ and sent these 
papers, with my prayers that the good God of 
heaven and earth, would be graciously pleased, 
so to bless you, that, all prejudice laid aside, you 
may impartially seek truth, and, when found, 
believe it. In short, I conceive you have injured 
me, and yourself more, mistaken my words, the 
plain words of our Articles, our Homilies and 
Scripture itself, even every text of it, by you 
cited. That all this may, as I hope it will, 
evidently appear, I say, 

1. That in your letter, of which I suppose you 
keep a copy, and may find it truth I say, you 
have accused, severely censured, and catagorically 
condemned me of errors in divinity ; without 
hearing my apology, how shall I state my 
position, or the reasons of it. Now had I been 
your subject and inferior, and you my ordinary 
and trial judge, yet so rashly to condemn me, 
had been evidently unjust. Even pagans, by the 
light of nature, knew and confessed, that he who 
condemns any, as you have done me, unheard, 
aquum licet statuerit, haud equus fuit. But to 
condemn your superior, your ordinary and legal 
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judge, as you know and confess I am, and that 
causd indictd et inauditd, this seems to me, and 
wise men, much more unjust; and possibly, on 
‘second thoughts, may seem so to you too. 
Besides, I have lived longer, and not very idly, 
in an university, than you have lived in the 
world; and some sober men think, that my age 
and edueation, as well as my authority, might 
have been some motive to your modesty, not so 
confidently to condemn, before you heard, me. 

2. But you say: ‘ You had not taken the 
boldness to have writ this script if I had not 
allowed it, when I required you to write to me, 
before you preached or published any thing of 
this matter.’ To this I say; 1. It is evident, and 
cannot be denied, that you have taken an unusual 
and, circumstances considered, an unbecoming 
boldness. 2. But that I allowed it, is a manifest 
untruth, iujurious to me and to yourself: I did 
indeed desire (not, as you word it, require), that 
if you, or any of my brethren, had any objection 
against any Article of our religion, that you would 
not preach or print, or publicly urge it, unless 
you could clearly answer it, because it would be 
incongruous and scandalous, to preach, or print, 
or dispute against those Articles we had solemniy 
subscribed. My desire therefore was; that, in 
case you had any such objections or doubts, you 
would communicate your reasons of your doubts 
to me, and possibly I might help to answer them, 
and satisfy you. But if not, we would, as we 
ought, go to our superiors for satisfaction, and 
not preach, print, or dispute publicly against any 

Cc 2 , 
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part of our established doctrines. This I said to 
you, and, as I have an opportunity, I do say to all 
my brethren. But certainly neither you, nor any 
impartial persons, who consider what they say, 
can think, that by saying this (and more [never 
said), I allowed you to accuse, prejudge, and, as 
you have done, peremptorily to condemn me ‘of 
actual errors, and misunderstandings of our 
Articles. This in the general. 

3. But that I may come to show you your 
particular mistakes, which are very many, and 
not easily pardonable in one who, with so much 
confidence, undertakes to instruct, correct, and 
censure his superiors; you begin your letter with 
an untrue recitation of some words, which, though 
never spoke by me, you miscall mine. ‘The pas- 
sage in your letter is this: ‘ When I was with 
your Lordship, you said, that if any of your clergy 
should print or preach up the doctrine of justifi- 
cation by works, you would, according to a law 
in that case, deprive him, ipso facto... And then 
you add: ‘ The law, I suppose, is the Fifth Canon, 
which censures the impugners of our Thirty-nine 
Articles.’ When, 1. I never said to you, or any 
of my brethren, that I would deprive them ipso 
facto, in that case mentioned, and therefore, for 
you to say I did, is a mistake, and a manifest 
untruth. 2. It is also a great mistake for you to 
suppose, as you do, that the law for deprivation, 
in the Fifth Canon of our Church. For there is 
not one word in that canon, or in any other I re- 
member, of any deprivation, much less depriva- 
tion ipso facto: that canon mentioning only 
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excommunication ipso facto. Which, had you 
consulted and considered the canon, as you ought, 
you could not, as you are, have been guilty of so 
great a mistake. 3. To call that canon a law is 
a mistake too; and an argument that you do not 
well understand the true and, to the learned, the 
known difference of those two words. For 
kayoves and yéuo:, canons and laws, have a different 
signification: which you could not have been 
ignorant of, had you known and considered Jus- 
tinian’s Novel Constitution, in confirmation of 
the Coder Canonum Ecclesie wuniversalis, and 
Justellus’s notes upon it. I cite not the place in 
that book, lest I might seem to think, that a 
person of your undertaking and confidence, should 
not be well acquainted with that book, which, 
next to the Bible, is the most authentic, and, by 
the Catholic church, the most approved and re- 
ceived book in the world. 4. That which I said 
to you, and, as I have opportunity, do say to all 
my brethren, is this: I desire them not to print 
or preach any thing against our Articles, which 
we have, or should have, subscribed. For by the 
canon of our Church,’ the punishment for so 
doing, is excommunication ipso facto, not de- 
privation ipso facto, as youmistake. And by our 
law and statute, deprivation. Ido say also, that 
to preach up justification by our own works and 
inherent righteousness, is directly against the 
Articles of our Church:? and I think I said to 


1 Constit. Ecclesiast. 1 Jac. Can. 5. 
2 Statut. 13. Elizab. Cap. 12. 3 Art, 11, 12. 
o 3 
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you, and I am sure, I have, and shall say it, to 
my brethren, when I have an opportunity, and 
conceive it necessary, to put them in mind of their 
duty; that if they print or preach any thing con- 
trary to our Articles, I must be necessitated to 
execute the punishment (excommunication) threat- 
ened in the canon. Yet I never have, nor shall 
do it, till instructions, admonitions, and all milder 
means fail. Cuncta prius tentanda: but if any 
reject these, and prove contumacious; Immedi- 
cabile vulnus ense rescidendum, ne pars sincera 
trahatur. This I have said, and do now say it 
again, and it will concern you, notwithstanding 
all your confidence, to remember it. 

4. But to let all these pass, you add; ‘ That in 
the Thirty-nine Articles, there is not one syllable 
you know of, against justification by works. For, 
say you, Article 11. speaks only against justifica- 
tion by our own works, or deservings, which is 
quite another matter. These are your words, 
which, I confess, I wonder at, and shall give 
you the reason why I do so. 

(1.) When you say; ‘ That you know not one 
syllable in the Thirty-nine Articles against justi- 
fication by works,’ I must admit that; for I will 
not say you know what you say you know not. 
But sure Iam, you might, and ought to have 
known more than one syllable, in those Articles, 
against justification by works; as shall presently 
appear. 

(2.) When you argue thus, ‘ There is nothing 
in our Thirty-nine Articles against justification by 
works, because there is nothing in the eleventh 
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Article :’ This is evidently inconsequent. For 
admit, which is manifestly untrue, that there were 
not one syllable to the purpose, in the eleventh 
Article; yet there may be, and really is, some- 
thing in the twelfth Article. If I should, against 
you, argue thus, There is nothing in the first 
chapter of James for justification by works ; ergo, 
there is nothing in his epistle. This, I am sure, 
you would deny, and well you might, as irrational 
and ridiculous; and if you consider, and consult 
your logic, you will find your own consequence no 
better. 

(3.) Your argument, such as it is—a reason I 
cannot call it, is in form thus: The eleventh Ar- 
ticle speaks only against justification by our own 
works, or deservings : ergo, there is not a syllable 
against justification by works. Which is all one, 
as if you should say, The Article speaks against 
justification by our works or deservings ; ergo, it 
does not speak against justification by works. Or, 
It does this; ergo, it does it-not. 

(4.) You say, ‘ That justification by our own 
works and deservings, is quite another thing from 
justification by works.’ ‘That is, justification by 
works, is not justification by works. This is 
evidently the sense of your words, if they have 
any, as certainly they have not, which may 
deserve commiseration and pity, rather than a 
serious confutation. ‘These are the direct con- 
sequences. of your words, and must be, till you 
have better explained them. 

But to let this pass, I shall ea our, and, I 
hope, be able, to make it evidently appear, that 
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you greatly mistake the true meaning of our 
Articles, Homilies, and the Scriptures too. And 
here, I begin with the 11th Article, of which 
alone you take notice, and shall show you, 
1. The true meaning of it. 2. And (though 
you say no) that it makes directly against 
justification by works, or by any inherent 
righteousness. 

5. For the former of the two mentioned par- 
ticulars, the true meaning of the 11th Article, 
we have these things in terminis, and expressly 
declared in that Article. 

(1.) That it is justification coram Deo, before 
God, of which that Article speaks; or what it is 
that clears us, both from guilt and punishment, 
at God’s tribunal; for it is confessed, that works 
do justify, coram hominibus. 

(2.) That it is only the merits of our blessed 
Saviour, which does this. We are accounted 
righteous before God, says our Article, only for 
the merits of Christ. That is the affirmative 
part ; and then the negative part follows, we are 
not accounted righteous before God, for our own 
works or deservings. Neither faith, says our 
Homily, nor hope, nor charity, nor all the good 
works we do, or, while we are in wid, can do, 
will, or can justify us at God’s tribunal. 

(3.) We have the means expressed, by which 
our blessed Saviour’s merits and righteousness 
become ours; and that is only faith. Weare 
righteous before God, says our Article, for the 


1 Hom. p: 13. Pt.-l. and.p. 17. Hdit, 1635. ; 
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merits of Christ, by faith. And it adds, only by 
faith. ‘So that if our church, in her Article, say 
true; Meritum Christi, remissionem peccatt, et 
Justificationem solum meretur et impetrat et fides 
sola est medium, instrumentum et manus anime, 
que Christi meritum cognoscat, apprehendat et 
sibi applicat. It is our blessed Saviour’s merit 
only, for which we are accounted righteous be- 
fore God, neither faith, nor works, have, or can 
have any hand in that: and it is faith only, 
which, as the condition on our part, gives usa 
right and title to that merit, all works, in what 
sense soever, excluded. 

6. This being evidently the meaning of the 
Article ; that it makes, as evidently, against all 
justification by works, which was the second 
thing proposed, may, and will appear thus, Quod 
justitiam nec impetrat, nec Christi merita applicat, 
illud peccatorem non justificat. Sed bona opera, 
nec justitiam impetrant, nec meritum Christi appli- 
cant. Ergo. The proposition is evident, because 
our church, in her Articles or Homilies, of which 
we now speak, never acknowledges, or once 
mentions any other means to concur to the com- 
plete justification of a sinner coram Deo, but 
only meritum Sponsoris Christi, et fides peccatoris. 
We are justified before God, says our Article, 
only for the merits of Christ, and by faith only. 
Which could not possibly be true, if our works 
did justify us either way: either by meriting our 
justification, or by applying, and, as a condition 
on our part, giving us a right to our blessed 
Savicur’s satisfaction, which does merit it. 
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7. But you do not like this expression, that 
faith should be called an instrument, in the 
business of justification. For, say you, if faith 
be an instrument of our justification, then it is 
an efficient cause, which is too high an exaltation 
of man’s act or work. And @dly, you say, ‘ That 
the book of Homilies saith not one word of it, 
and therefore you believe that they had nota 
thought of faith’s instrumentality.’ This, with 
confidence, you say ; but, without any proof of 
your position, you only say it. And that you 
may see, how far from truth and logic such 
sayings are; I shall, for your better information, 
1. Explain their meaning, who call faith an 
instrument, and the ground and truth ofit. 2. The 
invalidity, and manifest inconsequence of your 
objections. 

(1.) Then, seeing it is certain, that every instru- 
ment must have relation to the principal efficient 
cause, which useth it; those who call faith an 
instrument in the business of our justification, 
explain their meaning thus. Fides non est instru- 
mentum Dei, propter sola Christi merita justifican- 
tis; sed anime, meritum Christi apprehendentis et 
sibi applicantis. ‘They say, that Fides viva est 
medium, manus, organum seu instrumentum: The 
only means, hand, or instrument of the soul, 
lays hold upon, receives, applies, and relies upon 
the merits and satisfaction of our blessed Saviour, 
all works excluded, for remission of sins, and 
justification, coram Deo. And this they say, 


! Fieri non potest, ut redemptorem unicum, et expiatorem 
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warranted by express scripture, which expressly 
says, that zo misévew, is, and signifies, toy ypicov 
hapbavew, Credere est Christum recipere, that faith 
only receives Christ. ‘‘ To as many as received 
him (says John) he gave power to become the 
sons of God, even to them that believe on his 
name.” + Other such places there are, which I 
shall neither cite nor press now, because, I sup- 
-pose, they are, or may, or should be, known to 
you. And this is a truth so evident, that sober 
papists confess it, though as much as. you for 
justification by works, and more than you or they 
should be, to omit others; Cardinal Tolet does 
acknowledge, Quod fides est. gratie recipiende 
organum,? the instrument of the soul, which 
receives grace.. 3. But to let this pass; sure I 
am, that it is the constant doctrine of Protestant 
divines, both on this side, and beyond the seas ; 
to omit others, I shall give you the judgment 
of one, who hitherto has had, and deserved the 
name of judicious, Mr. Hooker I mean, who, in 
the name of the Church of England, expressly 
declares against you; not only in this particular, 
but against your whole hypothesis of justification 


peccatorum Jesum Christum alia ratione, quam fide ac- 
cipiamus et apprehendamus; operibus enim apprehendi 
non potest. Luther, Operum, Tom. 5. Germ. Jen. fol. 298. 
vid. with Bidembachium, in Exam. prop. 22. Confess. 
Augustiniane Hieron. Torensis Jesuite. 

1 John i. 12. and Col. ii. 5,6. and John vi. 36. to believe 
in Christ is to receive him; so as to have everlasting lite 
by him, v. 40—47. 

2 Tolet in 3 ad. Rom. Annota. 77. p. 151. Col. i. 


94 OF JUSTIFICATION. 


by works. His words, worthy your consideration, 
are these, ‘It is,’ saith he, ‘a childish cavil 
our adversaries use, (papists he means, for none 
pretending to be the sons of our church then 
used it) exclaiming, that we require nothing in 
Christians but faith; because we say, faith alone 
justifies. Whereas, by this speech, we never 
meant to exclude hope or charity, from being 
always joined, and inseparable mates with faith, 
in the man justified; or works from being added, 
and necessary duties, required of every justified 
man; but to show, that faith is the only hand, 
which putteth on Christ unto justification, and 
Christ the only garment, which being put on, 
hides the imperfections of our works, makes us 
blameless in the sight of God, before whom. 
otherwise, the weakness of our faith were 
sufficient to shutus out of heaven.’* So judicious 
Hooker, and the Church of England then ; which 
passage of- him, when you have considered, and 
that tract of justification in which it is, you may, 
and I hope will, find good reason to allay your 
confidence, and convince you, that justification 
by works, was not then, nor could be now, taken 
for truth in the Church of England, 4. And for 


' Fides est organum et veluti manus anime qua Dei 
beneficia suscipimus. Cameco in John vi. 29. And it is 
the judgment of all the Protestants in Germany. Centis- 
simum est remissionem peccatorum non posse accipi, sola 
fide. Liber Concordie, p. 152. Lipsiz, 1580. subscribed 
by above 8000 hands. 

2 Hooker’s Discourse of Justification, Sect. 31. at the 
end of his Eccles. Policy. London, 1662. p. 258. 
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the particular we are now speaking of, that faith 
alone is the hand or instrument, which appre- 
hends and applies the satisfaction of our blessed 
Saviour, for remission of sins, and our justifica-. 
tion, the doctrine of our church is certain and 
evident. For thus our Homily, which we have 
solemnly subscribed: We must never cease, till 
we have apprehended and taken hold of Christ : + 
but this must be done by faith. For since God is a 
spirit, he can by no other means be apprehended, 
or taken hold upon. And elsewhere more fully, 
if that be possible, it being certain, and confessed, 
that we are accounted righteous before God, only 
for the merits of Christ, as it is expressly in our 
Eleventh Article, our church puts the question, 
how those merits must be applied, and made 
ours ? For, says the Homily,® as a salve doth 
not profit a man, unless it be applied to the part 
infected ; so the death of Christ profits not, 
unless we apply it in such sort as God hath 
appointed. For God commonly works by means; 
and the means he hath appointed, to apply Christ’s 
merits, is faith ; which is there proved by many 
texts of scripture. And it is further there added, 
that faith is the only means, required on our part 
for salvation, or justification,? for that is there 
meant, as shall anon appear. In short then, 
the meaning of those divines, who call faith an 
instrument in the business of our justification, is 
plainly this, Fides non est instrumentum Dei 


! The first part of the Homily of Repentance. P. 258. 
* In the book of Homilies in the second Sermon of the 
Passion. P. 186. 3 Ibid. p. 187. 
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propter Christi merita justificantis, sed instrumen- 
tum anime fidentis meritum Christi, ad gustitiam 
applicantis. And this is a truth so evident, that, 
as I said before, sober papists see and confess it, 
as by the margin! may appear. 

(2.) Next you object against faith’s being an 
instrument, when you say, ‘ That this would be 
too high an exaltation of it, it being man’s act 
and work.’ Now, 1. This, as usually, you only 
say, without any pretence of proof; and then I 
may reply, as Hierome did in the like case, eadem 
facilitate contemnitur, qua proponitur. 2. Why 
is it too great an exaltation for faith (an act of 
ours), to say it is the hand or instrument of the 
soul, which receives Christ, and applies him, as a 
most sovereign salve, to cure our souls wounded 
with sin? What exaltation is it of a beggar’s 
hand, to say it receives a thousand or ten thou- 
sand pounds from his benefactor ? Or for a great 
criminal’s hand to receive a free pardon from his 
prince? Faith, asa hand or instrument of the 
soul, does no more; and, if our best divines, or 
church, or Scripture, may be believed, it does no 
less. Faith, and faith only, can know, appre- 
hend, receive, and apply Christ and his merits ; 


1 Justitia Dei nobis applicatur per fidem Christi et fides 
est applicatio et conjunctio justitia Christi nobiscum. 
Quilibet justificatur tantum per fidem Christi. Cajetan. 
in Rom. iii. 22. Mors Christi nobis applicatur per fidem. 
Solum per sanguinem Christi passunt remitti peccatum ; 
sed virtus sanguinis operatur per fidem, And again, 
Justitia Dei per fidem Christi, quia prima motus mentis ad 
Deus est per fidem. Anguinas in 3. ad Galat. Lect.3. Ita 
etiam Naclantus, in Rom. iii. 22. p. 194. yetall papists. 
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this our Church acknowledges, and expressly 
affirms, as you shall see anon: nor can this be 
truly called, as you mistake, too high an exalta- 
tion of faith. For scripture says as much of it, 
and more. 1. By faith, says the sacred text, 
we receive Christ, and are made the sons of God, 
‘John i, 12. 2. By faith Christ lives in us, Gal. 
iii. 20, and we live, Heb. x. 38. 3. By faith we 
receive remission of all our sins, Acts x. 43. 4. 
And freedom from condemnation, John iii. 18. 
5. And Justification, Rom. iii. 28. v.1]. 6. By 
faith we receive the Holy Spirit, John vii. 38, 39. 
7. And peace with God, Rom.v.1. 8. And 
eternal life, John iii. 16. So that, the premises 
considered, you have little reason—I am sure you 
bring none, to say that itis too high an exalta- 
tion of faith, to say it is an instrument, in the 
sense before explained, in the business of our 
justification. 3. But I might have saved this 
labour to prove that they who call faith an in- 
strument, do not too highly exalt it, as you pre- 
tend; for a little after you confute your own 
objection and yourself, when you say, ‘ That the 
dispute about faith’s being a condition, as you 
would have it, or an instrument, as others, is but 
a strife about words; because learned men, on 
both sides, mean the same thing.’ Now if this 
be true—and you say it is, then it evidently fol- 
lows ; that they, of which number you are one, 
who call faith a condition, do too highly exalt it, 
as much as they who call it an instrument: seeing, 
upon your own principles, both say the same 
thing of the same act of faith. And therefore, 
D2 
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they who call it a condition, as you do, must too 
highly exalt it, as well as they who call it an 
instrument. Now, if both exalt it too highly (as 
by your logic they must), then you are to blame 
for calling it a condition, as well as they who 
call it an instrument. But if neither be to blame, 
then surely, they who call it an instrument are 
not. And thus, though I believe you intended it 
not, you have clearly shown the vanity and in- 
consequence of your own objection. 4. But you 
farther say,1 ‘ That the gospel promise is the 
instrument of justification properly.’ And there- 
fore you would infer, that faith is not. But here, 
1. This you only say, as is usual with you, with- 
out any pretence of proof. %. Admit it be as 
you say, yet {Quod hoc ad Iphicli boues? It is 
altogether impertinent. For, 3. If the promise 
in the gospel (in which there are many promises, 
and you tell us not which you mean) be an in- 
strument of our justification; yet it must of ne- 
cessity be Instrumentum Dei promitientis, He 
only is the principal efficient cause of the promise ; 
and, ergo, if the promise be an instrument, it 
must be so in respect of God only, who gives us 
that promise, and useth it as a motive and means 
of our faith and justification by it; and not in 
respect of man, who neither is, nor can be, the 
principal efficient cause, using that divine promise 
as his instrument, and giving virtue and activity 
to it: which man must do, if he be the principal 
cause, and that divine promise his instrument. 


1 Yn your Letter, p. 4. 
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For it is certain in philosophy, that causa Instru- 
mentalis agit Solum in virtute cause principalis. 
Now you do, or should, know that the question 
is not of the conditions or instruments of justifi- 
cation, ex parte Dei J ustificantis, but ex parte 
hominis Justificati. So that if the gospel promise 
(or what else you will) be, in respect of God, an 
instrument; yet this hinders not, but faith may 
be, what evidently it is, the hand and instrument 
of the soul, whereby it applies and relies solely 
on the sufferings and satisfaction of our blessed 
Saviour, for justification before God at his tri- _ 
bunal. And that faith is such an instrument, the 
Church of England expressly tells us, as presently, 
by what follows, will appear. 

(3.) When you say, ‘That the Homilies have 
notone word, and therefore you believe that they ’ 
(the authors of the Homilies you must mean, else 
it is not sense, for the Homilies neither have, 
hor can have any thoughts) ‘ had not a thought 
of faith’s instrumentality.” To this I say, 1. That 
your inference here is very strange, and evidently 
inconsequent. ‘They have not a word, therefore, 
you believe, they had not a thought of faith’s in- 
strumentality. It is certain, though words be, or 
should be, signa conceptuum, expressions of our 
thoughts, yet men may have many thoughts which 
they never expressed by any words: and, ergo, 
the authors of our Homilies might have had 
thoughts of the instrumentality of faith, though 
in words they never expressed them. 2. But 
when you, pro more tuo, confidently say, ‘That 
our Homilies have not a word of the instrument- 
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ality of faith, it is to me an evident argument, 
that either you have not read our Homilies, or 
not considered, or forgot them: though, having 
subscribed, and so acknowledged the truth of 
them, an obligation lay upon you, both to read and 
remember them. For if you subscribed before you 
read them, you subscribed you knew not what, 
which is a criminal impudence, especially in 
matters of religion, which so nearly concern your 
soul. But if you had read, and not remembered 
them, it was great temerity to say, so confidently 
as you do, that they had not one word of faith’s 
instrumentality ; unless you were sure it was so. 
3. But, which highly aggravates and makes your 
confidence inexcusable, it is so far from truth, 
that our Homilies have not one word of the in- 
strumentality of faith, that in one Homily and 
one folio of it, it is twice expressly, and in ter- 
minis, said, 1. That the only means and instru- 
ment of salvation required on our part is faith. 1 
And a little after, having said, that the means by 
which. we apply Christ’s merits was faith, it 
follows, Let us then use that means which God 
has appointed in his word, to wit, the means of 
faith, which is the only instrument of salvation 
now left unto us.* 4. And here, that you may 
not mistake, by salvation, in both the passages 
now cited, justification is meant, and not eternal 
salvation in heaven, as is evident by these, and 
several places in our Homilies; particularly in 


1 In the Second Homily of the Passion, in the second 
part of the Homily, p. 187. 
2 Ibid, p, 188. 
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the former place and page,’ where salvation by 
faith is the same thing which, a little after, is 
called righteousness, or justification by faith : 
and so the Homily of Salvation is, in our eleventh 
Article, called the Homily of Justification. 5. 
But you cite our Homily, ? and bid me mark it, in 
which, you say, ‘ The author in express terms, 
denies faith to justify us, either in the efficient or 
meritorious sense, which is contrary both ‘to the 
merit and instrumentality of faith. Well, [have, 
as you desire, marked it, more diligently than you 
have done. For, 1. If this prove any thing, it is, 
that our Homilies contradict one another. For 
it is evident, by what is before said, that our 
Homily expressly says, that faith is the only in- 
strument of our justification; and then, if the 
Homily you cite, do, as you pretend, deny it, it 
denies here what it elsewhere affirms; and so our 
Homilies contradict themselves, and then you, 
who have subscribed them as truth, did irration- 
ally subscribe contradictions; and our Church 
worse, which requires subscription. 2. But it is 
certain, that either you did not seriously read, or 
misunderstood the page you cite. For, 3. There 
is not in that page, or any other, any thing against 
the instrumentality of faith. It is there said, i. 
That to justify, is the office of God. He is the 
sole principal efficient cause of our justification, 
which is most true, nor does any pretend that 
faith is such a cause. 2. It is said also in the 
Homily, that our blessed Saviour only justifies us 


PP. 187, 2. Hom. part i, p. 27. 
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by way of merit, and therefore faith has no instru- 
mentality in our justification that way. 3. But 
it is so far from denying, that it expressly affirms, 
that faith is the only instrument of the soul, by 
which it applies our blessed Saviour’s merits, &c. 
And this is that instrumentality which the Homily 
expressly ascribes to faith, 4 and which we contend 
for; and so should you too, did you read and be- 
lieve the Homilies you have subscribed. The 
premises considered, I further say, 

[1.] That as youmay manifestly see, so I hope 
you willl ingenuously confess your too confident 
mistake, in saying, that our homilies have not one 
word of faith’s instrumentality: when in one folio 
the homily expressly, and in terminis, tells us, 
that God in his word, has appointed faith, to be 
the only instrument of our justification, coram 
Deo. 

[2.] Though you dislike it, as an improper 
speech, that faith should be called an instrument ; 
and, you know not why, for you neither do, nor 
can give any just reason for it, would have it 
called a condition, rather than an instrument ; 
yet I hope for the future, you will not pretend to 
be wiser than your mother the Church of Eng- 
land; nor dislike those expressions, which she 
thought fit to use in her publie homilies. 

[3.] But let faith be called a condition, as you 
would have, and nobody denies it; and seeing 
our homily expressly says, that it is on our part, 
the only means and instrument of our justification 


1 Hom, part i, p. 28, 29. et alibi passim. 
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before God: Hence it evidently follows, in con- 
tradiction to your novel hypothesis, that our good 
works neither are, nor can be any means, condi- 
tion, or instrument, on our part, of such justifica- 
tion. For if faith be the only means, and our 
church in the homily affirms it, then to be sure, 
good works are not. In short, if either you or 
any body else could show me, that our good 
works are, in Scripture, in the primitive fathers, 
in the public received doctrine of our own, or any 
reformed church in Christendom, declared to be 
any condition, instrument, or antecedent means 
of our justification before God; upon the doing 
whereof, as you say, our sins are pardoned, and 
we coram Deo justified: I say, could you show 
me this, 1 am sure you have not yet done so, I 
should have a better opinion of your ability and 
hypothesis. But till that be, which never can be 
done, I must think of both, as they deserve. 

8. Though you take no notice of our twelfth 
Article, when you say, ‘ There is nothing in our 
Thirty-Nine Articles against justification by 
works:’ Yet had you, as you ought, considered 
it, you would, or might have found good reason, to 
abate your great confidence in that assertion. For 
the twelfth Article says expressly, 1. That good 
works follow after justification, which Augustine 
said long before, and the church approved it, 
Bona opera non antecedant justificandum, sed 
sequuntur justificatum. Now if good works fol- 
low justification, as St. Augustine, and our church 
say, then, to be sure, they neither do nor can 
justify. Unless you will say, which is highly 
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irrational, they do that, which was antecedently, 
and before actually done: that which, as a condi- 
tion, justifies, must of necessity precede justifica- 
tion; and ergo, that which follows after, cannot 
possibly do it. For that were to give being to a 
thing, which was actually in being before: or for 
the effect to produce its cause. Now you, and 
all men know, that such sayings are not truths, 
but contradictions. 2. That Article expressly says, 
that good works are fruits of faith, by which a 
lively faith, and so our justification, may be as 
evidently known, as a tree by its fruit. Now as 
good fruit does not constitute, but pre-suppose and 
declare the tree to be antecedently good: so, in 
the judgment of our church, our good works are 
not causes or conditions, which constitute a man 
just; but effects and evidences, which demon- 
strate him to have been before actually justified. 
3. This truth, that good works pre-suppose the 
man who does them antecedendly just, has evident 
ground in Scripture;1 which will justify our 
church’s doctrine in this Article, (consult the 
places in the margin, and judge impartially,) and 
in our Homily, * where it is more fully declared, 
thus, Let us do good works, says the homily, and 
thereby declare our faith to be lively and Christian. 
And a little after. True faith ever brings forth 

ood works, saith St. James, show me thy faith 
by thy deeds. Thy deeds and works must be an 


1 1 John ii. 3, 5. and chap. iii. 10, 14, 18, 29. and chap. 
iv. 7, Eph, ii, 10, See our Hom. part II. p, 81, 82, 
3 In the IlIrd part of the Hom, of Faith, p. 28, 29. 
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open testimonial of thy faith, otherwise thy faith 
is aphantasy, and but a faith of devils. So that 
our church and St. James, whose meaning you 
much mistake, as shall anon appear, agree in this, 
that good works are evidences and declarations of 
a lively faith, and preceding justification; and so 
cannot constitute, but only, ex post facto, declare 
aman antecedently just. Hence it is, that our 
church elsewhere says expressly,! that we may not 
do good works, with this intent, to be made just 
by doing them. Were good works, conditio novi 
federis, the condition of the gospel covenant, by 
which we are justified, as much as by faith, which 
you affirm, then, next God’s glory, the principal 
end, for which we were to do them, should be 
that we might be justified by them; the end why 
we perform the condition of any covenant, being 
to obtain that, which on such condition is pro- 
mised in the covenant: so in the covenant of 
works, fac hoc, vives, life promised and was the 
end why obedience was to be performed, and yet 
our church, in that homily, tells us, that we must 
not do them to that end, to be justified by doing 
them. And elsewhere the authors of our Homi- 
lies, particularly setting down the ends for which 
good works are to be done, justification is not at 
all mentioned, as one of them; which yet, if your 
hypothesis were true, should have been the first, 
and most principal end of all. The words of the 
Homily I mean, are these, ‘‘ No man doth good 
works to receive grace by them, but because he 


1 Tn the Ist. part of the Hom: of Salvation, p, 15, 
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has first received grace, he doth consequently do 
good works.! For, as St. Augustine saith, ? good 
works do not go before, but follow after, when a 
man is first justified. St. Paul therefore teacheth, 
so it there follows, that we must do good works, 
for divers ends. 1. To show our obedience. 
2. Because they are good declarations and testi- 
monies of our justification. 3. That ‘ others 
seeing our good works, may glorify God,” &c. 
Thus far the Homily. So that if our church under- 
stood St. Augustine or St. Paul aright, good 
works are not to be done, to that end, that we 
may be justified by them. All you say to this is, 
that we are not to do good works to that end, to 
be justified by them, ‘so as by their merits and ~ 
deservings. Where I do, and would have you to 
consider, 

(1.) That by this you say, you do in part con- 
firm what you pretend and endeavour to confute. 
For you say, We are not to do good works to be 
justified by their merit; and therefore, in that 
respect, you establish that position of the Homily, 
That we may not do good works, to be justified 
by them. Now it is certain, a partial confirma-_ 
tion of any position, is no confutation, or answer 
to it. 

(2.) You should then, to maintain justification 
by works to be consonant to our homilies and 
the doctrine of our church, have proved, that 


4 Hom, part II. 81, 82, 
? Augustin, de Diversis que est ad simpl, lib, 1, Quest, 
28, and de fide et operibus, cap. 4, these places are cited 
in the Homilies, 
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good works are, in some respect, approved by 
our church, media ad justitia ordinata ; previous 
means or conditions, on performance whereof, 
as you say, our sins are pardoned, and we jus- 
tified. So that we might do them, in that respect, 
with an intent to be justified by them. But this, 
you neither do, nor indeed can do. For, 

3. If good works were, in any respect, media 
ad justitiam, then they would be required of us, 
and we ought to do them to that end ; which the 
Church of England expressly denies. For the 
authors of our homilies, having cited some places 
out of the Romans, chapters iii. viii. and x. they 
add these words; Therefore St. Paul declares, 
that nothing on the behalf of man, concerning 
his justification, is required, but only a true and 
lively faith.1 If this be true, and our church 
thinks it is, and says, that St. Paul thought so 
too, then it will evidently follow, that our good 
works are not media ad justitiam ; not means and 
conditions to be performed by, us, to that end, 
that we may be justified by them. For if nothing 
on our part be required to our justification coram 
Deo, but only a lively faith, then it is certain and 
manifest, that good works are not so required. 

It is true that our Homily in the same place 
says, That St. Paul shutteth out the justice of 
man, i. e. the justice of our works, as to merit, 
or deserve our justification: and ergo, it may 
seem, he shuts them out only as meritorious. 

To this objection, which has no reason, and, 


1 In the Homily of Salvation, pt. 1. p. 14. , 
E 
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indeed, little show of it, I say, 1. That when our 
homilies were made, which was, as I remember, 
1 Edward VI. A.D. 1547. the preachings and 
writings of our divines were principally directed 
against popery. 2. The papists maintained jus- 
tification by works, as they were meritorious, ex 
condigno, vel ex congruo. 3. The protestant di- 
vines then, and I wish they hadall done so still, 
denied all justification coram Deo, by works, any 
way considered, either with or without merit. 
4, And this is the reason why, both in our 
articles and homilies, and all protestant writers 
of those times, the merit of works is so indus- 
triously and constantly opposed and condemned ; 
they having no other adversaries, who maintained 
justification by works any other way. For the 
Socinian doctrine, unless by few, was not then 
known, much less believed and publiely pro- 
fessed ; so that, having excluded merit, the au- 
thors of our homilies conclude, that we are 
justified by faith only, without the concurrence of 
works, in any consideration, either as with merit 
or without it. 5. But you say, in your Letter, 
p. 1. ‘ That St. Paul opposeth justification by 
works, in the Jewish sense only, who held merit 
of works.’ 1. This you say, indeed; but, with- 
out any pretence of proof, you say it only. 2. 
And you did wisely, not to attempt a work you 
could not perform. For, 3. There is nothing in 
the scripture (and other authentic evidence I 
know none) that the Jews held works to be 
meritorious, or that they could merit justification 
by them, If you think otherwise, make it appear 
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that they, in St. Paul’s time; (for what they did 
before or after his time is impertinent,) held such 
opinion of merit: 4. St. Paul, in his fourteen 
epistles, has nothing of merit, not so much as the 
word, at least, I have not found it; if you have, 
pray inform me: and is it possible he should 
‘write against merit only, and yet never mention 
it? 5. But what you say here, that St. Paul 
disputes only against the merit of works in our 
justification, is a contradiction to the doctrine of 
our church; and, in her judgment, though you 
think otherwise, to St. Paul’s doctrine too; as 
will, I hope, evidently appear by what follows. 
6. Though you say, that St. Paul and our church, 
in her homilies, do dispute against works, in the 
business of justification, only as they are pre. 
tended to be meritorious: yet, in the judgment 
of our church, grounded on St. Paul’s doctrine, 
works are absolutely excluded from having any 
hand in our justification before God, whether 
they be considered with merit or without it. 
This is manifestly the meaning of the passages 
of our homilies before cited, which I shall entirely 
set down, and desire you impartially to consider. 
The words are these, The justice of God is not 
shut out, in our justification; but only the justice 
of man, that is, the justice of our works, as to be 
merits of our justification.!. Here all merit of 
works is secluded; and, this done, the authors of 
that Homily immediately conclude. Therefore, 
St. Paul declares here, that nothing on the behalf 


? In the First Part of the Homily of Salvation, pt. Ll, pods 
E 2 
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of man, concerning his justification, but only a 
lively faith is required. Where it is evident, 1. 
That on our behalf, faith is required. 2. And 
only faith. 3. And nothing else, to our justifi- 
cation: which being granted, as it ought, being 
the undoubted doctrine and judgment of our 
church, which we have subscribed, it evidently 
follows, that our good works, consider them 
which way you will, with merit or without it, are 
not required to our justification. For it is certain, 
that good works, consider them what way you 
will, are something else, and differing from faith. 
It is justification, from which our church excludes 
works, not sanctification ; which the papists and 
you confound with your justificatio prima and 
secunda, hope, and charity: but penitence and 
sincere obedience are effects and fruits of faith,* 
necessary to our sanctification and salvation; as 
ours and all reformed churches confess and con- 
stantly prove, but not so to our justification. 
Non sunt media precedanea ordinata ad justitiam, 
sed ad gloriam. ‘They are, as St. Bernard truly 
said, via regni, licet non causa regnandi. Being 
made new creatures, created in Christ Jesus, and 
consequently regenerated and justified, we are, 
saith the apostle, created unto good works, that 
we should walk in them. Eph. ii. 10. Now as 
we must have a natural life, before we can walk 
and exercise the acts and operations of it, (for 
vital actions necessarily presuppose life, which is 


i Without holiness no man shall see the Lord. Heb. 
xii. 14, and 1 Tim. iv. 8. 
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their cause and principle whence they flow,) so 
we must have a lively faith, which is our spiritual 
life, Heb. x. 38. and consequently be justified, 
before we can expect any spiritual actions, walk 
in the ways of God’s commandments, and do good 
works, which are the effects-and fruits of that 
spiritual life. This distinction is not mine or any 
schoolman’s invention: the apostle has it ex- 
pressly in the text." The heart believes unto 
righteousness, and with the mouth confession is 
made unto salvation. Confessien is a good work, 
an act of true penitence, and a fruit of faith ; but 
faith and confession do not concur to our justifi- 
cation; it is fides ad justitiam, confessio ad 
salutem. And elsewhere, «xalepyaterte cwlypiay, 
&e. Work out your salvation, Phil. ii. 12. not 
your justification. Bona opera sunt via et media 
gloriam, quam precedunt ; non ita ad justiiiam, 
quam sequuntur. 

9. Because you are so confident, that there is 
nothing in our Homilies against your justifica- 
tion by works; I shall add a passage or two 
more, which, if impartially considered, may 
possibly alter your judgment, or abate your con- 
fidence. This first passage is this: After we were 
in the Homily told, that nothing on our part was 
required to our justification, but a lively faith (of 
which before); it immediately follows, Faith 


1 Rom. x. 10. Photius et Occumenius vide etiam Theo- 
doretum. 
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doth not shut out repentance, hope, love, &c.# 
to be joined with faith, in every man, who is 
justified ; but it shuts them out from the office 
of justifying. So that though they be all pre- 
sent together in him who is justified, yet they 
justify not altogether. In which words, we are 
more particularly told two things concerning 
good works, and other virtues distinct from 
faith, and how they are secluded from our 
justification. 1. In the negative, they are not 
so shut out, as not to be present in every justified 
person. 2. In the affirmative, they are shut out 
in respect of any casualty or-concurrence with 
faith to our justification. Bonorum operum pre- 
sentiam agnoscimus, non éfficientiam ; sunt fides 
comites indiwidui, in omni he tha sed non cause 
justificationis. 

In answer to this, you very inconsiderately 
say, ‘ That the doctrine of justification by faith, 
doth not only shut out other virtues, from the 
office of justifying, but doth also shut out faith 
itself from that office. For, say you, the Homily 
expressly says, page 17. That justification is the 
office of God only, and denies it to be the office 
of man, and that faith justifies. And indeed, so 
you go on, if faith did justify, justification must 
be the office of man, as much as faith is his 
duty. 

This discourse is, at least it seems to me, in- 
consequent, and inconsistent with itself and truth. 


1 -Homeypt..(p. 4y.15, 
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For i. The doctrine of justification by faith, as 
explained in our Articles and Homilies, is, that 
faith only justifies. So that nothing else is re- 
quired on our part.? That it is the only means 
and instrument of our justification.? That it is 
ordained of God, and appointed to this very end : 
and that faith only receives, apprehends,* and 
lays hold upon our blessed Saviour’s merits, by 
which we are justified ;* so that, by our church’s 
doctrine, it is some way, the work and office of 
faith only, all other works being shut out, to 
justify us. Now you endeavour to prove, out 
of the same Homilies (part I. p. 17.) that it is 
neither the office of works, nor faith, nor any 
other virtue to justify. That is, you endeavour 
to prove, that our Homilies contradict themselves, 
and what is affirmed in one, as true, must be 
denied, as false, in another, the very next Homily. 
2. And as you make the Homilies contradict one 
another ; so you contradict yourself. For you 
say, The doctrine of justification by faith, shuts 
out faith from justification. That is, in plain 
English, the doctrine which is for justification 
by faith, does deny faith to justify. 3. The 
proof you bring is as strange, as the position for 
which you bring it. The position is this, not 
only other virtues, but faith itself, is shut out 
from the office of justification. This position 
you prove thus, justification, say you, and cite 
the Homily for it, is the office of God only, not 


1 Art. Religionis 11. 2 Hom. pt.1. p. 14. 
3 Hom. pt. 2. p. 187, 188. 4 Hom. pt. 2. p.'82. 
5 Ibid. p. 258. 
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of man; ergo, it is neither the office of any other 
virtue, nor of faith itself to justify. You might, 
and had you dealt impartially, ought to have 
added, what the Homily has in the place you 
cite, that works, as well as faith, are shut out 
from the office of justification, and then you had 
confuted your own hypothesis, of justification by 
works, as much as mine, of justification by faith. 
But to proceed in answer to your argument, pray 
sir, consider and consult your logic, and I am 
persuaded, that, upon second thoughts, you may 
see and ought to acknowledge, the miserable 
inconsequence of such reasoning. For had there 
been only one way of justifying a sinner, and one 
only office for dispensing it, and that the office 
of God only: then your argument might have 
had, which now has none at all, some better con- 
sequence. But now it is certain, and, both in 
our Homilies and Scripture, evident, that there 
are several ways of justification, and several 
offices, and officers for dispensing it. For, 

(1.) There is one way of justifying, per modum 
judicis, peccatorum pro tribunali, dculpa et pend 
absolventis: and this is the office of our great 
and gracious God only; and of this the Homily 
you cite speaks. 

(2.) There is another way of justifying a sin- 
ner, to wit, by way of merit and satisfaction for 
sins. So our blessed Saviour, and High Priest, 
by the sacrifice of himself, and his meritorious 
passion, did purchase pardon of our sins, and 
justification : Peccati veniam et justitiam moriendo 
impetrat. So that he became our righteousness, 
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and his righteousness ours, as shall anon fully 
appear. And this is only his office, in order to 
our justification. 

(3.) There is another way of justification, by 
applying and relying upon those merits and 
satisfaction of our blessed Saviour, whereby his 
righteousness becomes ours, and we, by it, are 
coram deo, justified, and this is the office of faith 
only, or the office of man by faith.1 

The premises considered, I hope you will, or 
may, see the inconsistency and inconsequence 
of your reasoning in this particular. For although 
it be the office of God only, to justify per modum 
judicis, and as the principal efficient cause of our 
justification: yet, as this hinders not, but our 
blessed Saviour’s satisfaction may, and certainly 
does, justify, as the only meritorious cause of 
our justification: so it hinders not, but faith may, 
and certainly does, justify, though another way, 
as the hand and instrument of the soul, which 
apprehends and applies our, blessed Saviour’s 
merits and satisfaction, whereby they become 
ours, and we justified by them. 

(4.) And that it is the office of faith, thus tojustify ; 
had you, as you ought, considered, youmight have 
learned out of those very words you cite, and pre- 
tendto answer.? Where theauthors of our Homily, 
having said, that faith only and nothing else, was 
required on man’s part to justification. It follows 
there, That faith did not shut out repentance, 
hope, love, &c. from being joined with it in every 


1 Hom. pt. 1. p. 17. line 26. 
2 Hom. of Salvation, pt. 1. p. 14, 15. 
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man who is justified ; but it shuts them out from 
the office of justifying. The meaning of which 
words is undeniably this, it shuts them out from 
doing the office which faith alone did; that is, 
from the office of justifying. So that, in the 
judgment of our Church declared in our Homilies, 
faith did justify, that was its office, but it was not 
the office of any other works or virtues. 

(5.) And this is further evident, by what follows 
a little after in thesame Homily. Where the reason 
is given, why, in scripture, faith is said to justify 
without works, and what its office is in justifying, 
which belongs to no other works or virtues: and 
the reason is, in these words, because faith doth 
directly send us to Christ for remission of sins, 
and by it, we do embrace the promises of mercy 
and remission of sins, which thing no other vir- 
tues or works properly do.t So that the office 
of faith in justifying, is to send us directly to 
our blessed Saviour, for remission of sins, and 
embracing the promises; and these things, saith 
the Homily, no other virtues or works doing, 
they are.all shut out from, what faith only per- 
forms, the office of justifying. Q. E. D. 

(6.) Lastly, that I may give you further informa- 
tion and satisfaction, in this Article of Justification 
by Faith, it is to be considered, that faith, hope, 
love, fear, &c. are, in scripture, as in other good 
authors, usually put for their objects. So God 
is called “‘ our hope,” Jer. xvi. 7. 13, 14. 17; 
and Christ: ‘our hope,” 1 Tim. i. 7., ‘ God is. 


1 Hom. of Salvation, pt..3) pr Pex 
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love,’ 1 John iv. 8. The fear of Isaac; that is, 
the object of hope, love, and fear. ‘If I have 
made gold my hope,” Job xxxi. 24; that is, the 
object of my hope. So that famous saying 
of Ignatius, mentioned by Eusebius, 6 ents ¢pws 
éordvewtas, my love, that is, Christ, whom I love, 
is crucified. So St. Paul is said to ‘‘ preach the 
faith,” Gal. i. 23; that is, Christ, and the gospel, 
the objects of faith. And hence is that common 
distinction amongst the schoolmen and divines, 
Fides que credimus, et fides quam credimus, or the 
object of our faith. So that when St. Paul speaks 
of our justification coram Deo, and says, ‘“‘ That 
faith is accounted for righteousness ;”” Rom. iv. 
5; and that ‘‘righteousness imputed by God,” 
Rom. iv. 6. By faith here, its object Christ 
Jesus, his sufferings and satisfaction is, and must 
be meant. For he is our righteousness, which 
God imputes and makes ours. 1 Cor, i. 30. For 
we are justified, coram Deo, only through the 
redemption which is éy xpic#, in or by Jesus 
Christ, or by his blood. Rom. ili. 24. So the 
apostle says, ‘‘that we are justified by his 
blood,” Rom, v. 9. So that it is our blessed Sa- 
viour’s blood, and the redemption and pardon 
of our sins purchased by it, which justifies us 
coram Deo. But this blood and redemption of 
our blessed Saviour must be applied and made 
ours by faith only; and ergo, the same apostle 
says expressly, ‘‘ That we are justified through 
faith in his blood,” Rom. iii. 25; Christus re- 
missionem peccati et justitiam morte impetrat, 
fides sola applicat. Now, although man, by the 
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hand of faith, receive Christ and his righteousness, 
yet he can be no more said to justify himself 
coram Deo, than a beggar can be said to enrich 
himself, who receives a thousand pounds freely 
given him by his benefactor. For as it is not 
the beggar’s hand, which receives, but the money 
received, which is riches; so it is not the hand 
of faith which receives Christ’s righteousness, 
but the righteousness received, which justifies us 
coram Deo: and this the rather, because the 
beggar had, by nature, a hand to receive his 
benefactor’s benevolence, but our most gracious 
God gives both his Son, John iii. 26; who is 
our righteousness, 1 Cor. i. 30; and he gives us 
faith too, Eph. ii. 8. which is the hand to receive 
it. And when you say, to prove that faith does 
not justify; though you had before expressly 
said, that, at first, faith only justified us,* that 
if faith did justify, then justification must be the 
office of man, as much as faith is his duty.2, Now 
here, 1. If this reasoning of yours were true, and 
effectually prove, that faith does not justify ; 
then, in contradiction to your own hypothesis, 
you may prove, by the same reason, that works 
do not justify, thus, If works justify, then must 
justification be the office of man, as much as 
works are his duty. It is manifest, that works 
are our duty, as well as faith, and if not duty 
of man do justify him, lest he should be said to 
justify himself, then certainly works do not. But 
too much of this, which deserves no answer, but 


1 Your Letter p. 1. 2 Letter p. 2. 
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is so loose and inconsistent, that I cannot think, 
that you were really awake when you writ it. 

10. Youhave said (though you had little reason to 
say it), that you had showed that the assertion of 
justification by Christian works was not contrary 
to Scripture or the Church of England:' you go 
on, with your usual confidence, to urge an argu-. 
ment for justification by works, from St. Paul, 
who, you say, is thought to be, and indeed is, its 
greatest antagonist. Your argument is thus: 

‘We are justified by faith, and the repeated 
acts of it, ergo, by works. For St. Paul twice 
calls faith the work of faith.’? And you add, 
* That St. Paul frequently asserts, that to be jus- 
tified by faith is no more than to be justified by 
the continued acts of the habit of faith, and ergo, 
by works.’ And then you add, ‘ One would 
think that such an argument were unanswerable.’ 

Sir, I shall, for your sake, that I may, so far 
as I am able, undeceive vou, and rectify your 
great mistakes, give an answer to this argument, 
which you, with great confidence and no less te-~ 
merity, miscall unanswerable. And here, 1. When 
you say, ‘ one would think it were wnanswerable,’ 
if by one, you mean yourself, it is granted. Pos- 
sibly you may think so, but, beside yourself, I 
believe no considering person, who understands 
logic or divinity, either would, or, without great 
vanity, could think so, 2. I should wonder that 
you should bring such confident and inconsistent 


1 Your Letter, p. 2. 


2 2 Thess. vii. 11. and 1 Thess. i. 3. These texts you 
cite. 
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mistakes for reasons, had you not used me to it; 
and in your whole epistle brought no better. 3. 
You manifestly mistake the business you are, or 
should be, about, and the conclusion you should 
prove, for that which, by your unanswerable ar- 
gument, you endeavour to prove, is that we are 
justified by the acts or works of faith, which 
nobody denies: no not Papists, who attribute 
their Justificatio prima solely to the acts or habit 
of faith, Whereas you should have proved 
(otherwise your proofs would be impertinent) 
that the works of charity, penitence, temperance, 
and all other virtues concur with faith, and, as 
you say, equally with it, to our justification.’ But 

this your unanswerable argument, neither does, 
“nor can pretend to prove. 4. You say, that St. 
Paul does twice call faith the work of faith, in the 
places above cited; surely you never read, or 
considered not, those places in St. Paul which 
you cite. St. Paul does indeed speak of épyoy 
alarews, the work of faith. But that faith should 
be the work of faith, as you say, that the same 
thing should produce itself, be its own cause and 
effect, and so before and after itself; this is such 
a piece of nonsense and contradiction, as St. Paul 
could not, nor any considering person would be 
guilty of. 5. You say, ‘ That St. Paul frequently 
asserts, that to be justified by faith, is no more 


1 You say, you agree with the Socinians, in asserting the 
conditionality of works, as well as faith to justification. (In 
your Letter, page 1.) So that Socinus and you are agreed 
in this, though in contradiction to truth, and the subscribed 
doctrine of our church, 
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than to be justified by the continued acts of the 
habit of faith.’ Strange confidence! For, 1. 
This proposition is so far from being frequently 
asserted by St. Paul, that it never occurs, not once, 
in any of his fourteen Epistles. If you think 
otherwise (as it seems you do), make it appear, 
and you shall have my thanks and submission. 
2. We read indeed of Aristotle, his scholiasts, 
and the school-men, of é£e:<, habitus, or the habits 
of all virtues: but that St. Paul should speak 
of the habit of faith, is your mistake. Xdépis, 
xapopa, and rs Ses OBpov, occur in St. Paul, when 
he speaks of faith and other evangelical graces ; 

but habits he never calls them. 3. That we are 
justified by faith, we find in St. Paul frequently : 
but that we are justified by the repeated and 
continued acts of it, is not once found in him, 
much less, as you say, frequently. 4. Besides, 
when you say, and tell us St. Paul said so too, 
‘ That we are justified by the continued acts of 
the habit of faith, you make justification, the 
effect of the acts only, not of the habit of faith. 
Whereas it is evident that the habit alone many 
times justifies, when the act is absent. For a 
man may be, and many times is, just, charitable, 
or temperate by the habits only, when he exer- 
ciseth no act of justice, charity, or temperance : 
so a man, by the habit or grace of faith, may be 
a faithful and a justified person, when he does not 
in actu exercito, and actually believe. Otherwise 
we should put off our justice with our clothes, 
and cease to be just when we begin to sleep; for, 
I suppose, men do not exercise and elicit acts of 

Ee 2 
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faith, more than of other virtues, when they are 
fast asleep. 5. And it be true (and you say St. 
Paul frequently says it) that we are justified by the 
repeated and continued acts of faith, I desire you 
would inform me, what need of any other works 
(which you say justify as well as faith) to our jus- 
tification, if the repeated and continued acts of 
faith alone will do it? 

11. Next, you bring an answer to your own 
argument, which you say you have often heard 
and read, and it is this, ‘ That we are justified by 
faith, not as it isa work, but as it is an instrument 
receiving Christ’s righteousness. But this (you 
say) is groundless; for there is no such phrase in 
scripture, or our church books.’! ‘To this I say, 
1. That you might have done well, to have told 
us, where and in whom you read that answer, 
that so I might have seen and considered it. 2. 
Admit (which is evidently untrue) that there were 
no such phrase in scripture or our church books ; 
yet if the thing itself signified by that phrase 
there, the answer will not, as you pretend, be 
groundless; but would have a sufficient founda- 
tion, on which we might build our faith and belief 
of it. For Trinity of Persons, Unity of Essence, 
that the Holy Ghost is é« +& watpig éxmogevtoy, 
6oacioc. and such like phrases, occur not (xara 7d 
éytév) in Scripture, and yet, I suppose, you will 
not, I am sure you should not, say, that the belief 
of them is groundless ;*% because in Athanasius’s - 


1 Pp. 2. of your Letter. 


* In your subscription of our Articles, Art. 8. of the 
Three Creeds. 
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creed you have subscribed the truth and belief of 
them. 3. You believe the conditionality of good 
works, or that good works are a condition of our 
justification ; yet, you neither do, nor can show 
such phrases in Scripture, or any of our homilies 
or church books. 4. When you say that this 
phrase, Faith is an instrument of receiving right- 
eousness, is in no church book : I have before 
showed you your error as to this particular: that 
very phrase being in terminis, and expressly, twice 
in one homily.1 5. And though it be not in 
Scripture in express words, yet the thing signified 
by those words is really, and by good consequence, 
deducible from Scripture. St. John tells us, * 
that by faith we receive Christ, so as thereby we 
become the sons of God. Now the soul is the 
principal, and the act of faith (an accident of the 
soul), the instrumental cause, by which we receive 
Christ and his righteousness. As there are cor- 
poral instruments, as a sword, a knife, a hatchet, 
&c. so all who are acquainted with Aristotle and 
his scholiasts know that there are r7¢ Wuyi opyava, 
intellectual instruments, which the soul useth, 
So logic is an intellectual instrument ab Anima, 
in scientiis tradentis et docendis adhibitum. 6. 
The answer you mention, That faith justifies not 
as a work, but as an instrument receiving Christ’s 
righteousness, I neither know, nor do you tell me, 
whose it is: sure I am it is none of mine, nor, as 
you barely propose it, any body’s else I have yet 
met with; and therefore I am not bound to de- 


1 Hom. pt. 2, p. 187, 188. 2 John i. 12. 
F 3 
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fend it. I shall therefore willingly grant, (1.) 
That to believe, is sub. precepto: it is the com- 
mandment of our most gracious God that we 
should believe.1 (2.) That to believe,.to appre- 
hend, apply, and rely upon the merits and satis- 
faction of our blessed Saviour, for remission of 
sins, these, I say, are good works, and instruments 
of our soul, in our justification. This I do, and 
did before grant; and when you hence infer, 
‘ That we are justified by works,’ this, like the 
rest of your discourse, is #0éy rpé5 tax GAgira, im- 
pertinent, nothing for your purpose or against 
us, who deny justification by works, so as I have 
before showed you, and the reason of it. In short, 
faith as an act, a work or instrument, call it what 
you will, is that by which the merits of our blessed 
Saviour, for which alone we are justified, are 
applied and made ours. But faith, neither as an 
act, work, or instrument, is, or can be, that for 
which we are justified coram Deo. This which I 
say, if you will consult and consider it, is the very 
meaning and words of our Article, * we are ac- 
counted righteous before God, only for the merits 
of Christ, and only by faith. Solus Christus per 
mortis meritum Justitiam impetrat, Sola fides ap- 
plicat. Other works have no hand in the impe- 
tration or application of our blessed Saviour’s 
merits, and therefore neither have they any hand 
in our justification. Q. E. D. 

12. I come now to the place in St. James, 
, {which you urge® often and much, to little pur- 
1 John. iii. 23. 2 Article 11: 
3 Your Letter, p. 3. 
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pose, as you shall see anon,) of which you say, 
‘That St. James’s justification by works is God’s 
pardoning a man, and continuing him in the state 
of pardon, upon the doing of godly works that 
spring from faith.’ And you add, ‘ That you are 
too weak-sighted to perceive any harm in this 
doctrine. 

In answer to this, I do, and desire you to, 
consider, 1. That, with your usual confidence, 
you give us a position, without any proof at all ; 
and therefore, till it be proved, a denial is a suf- 
ficient answer. 2. You say, ‘ That upon doing 
godly works, which spring from faith, our sins 
are pardoned, and we continued in the state of 
pardon.’ Now, by this doctrine and position, 
1. You expressly contradict truth and the doc- 
trine of our Church, in the Articles,’ which you 
have subscribed, which says, That good works, 
which are the fruits of faith, follow after justifi- 
cation ; and so our sins are pardoned before we 
do, or can do, any good works. So that to say, 
as you do, that our sins are pardoned upon the 
doing of good works, is, in plain English, to say, 
that good works do that, which is, de facto and 
actually, done already. 2. Our Article says ex- 
pressly, That good works cannot put away sin :* 


1 Article XII. 

2 Sola Christi merita, fide viva anime applicata, 
peccatt veniam impetrant: vide Acts x. 43; xiii. 38, 39; 
xv. 9. Rom. iii. 25. And Cajetan, though a Papist, tells 
us, Justitia Dei per fidem, Rom. iii. 22, aperta signifiet 
at per justitiam operum nullus justificatur, justitia re- 
mittente, peccata, sed sola justitia Dei per fidem : Cajetan ; 
in Rom, 3. p. (mihi) 18, 19. 
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ergo, We are not justified, nor our sins pardoned, 
by doing them, For that must of necessity put 
away our sins, by which we are justified and our 
sins pardoned, seeing putting away, and pardon- 
ing, our sins, signify the same thing ; and if our 
sins cannot be put away by our good works, 
then they cannot be pardoned, and we justified 
by such works, as you confidently afhrm: so 
that the case between you and your mother, the 
Church of England, stands thus ;—she expressly 
says, That our good works cannot put away sin: 
you say, ‘ They can put away sin, procure par- 
don, and justify us.’ Thus you impugn the 
doctrine of our Church, and own it under your 
hand, which, by the Canon, deserves excommu- 
nication, 7pso facto, and, by the Statute, depri- 
vation. Now as you have, with little truth or 
modesty, admonished me to retract my errors, 
so I think I may, with more truth and authority, 
admonish you; and hereby I do admonish you 
to retract yours. And it will concern you, more, 
may be, than you are aware of, to remember it. 
But, to let this pass; 3. You yourself confirm 
what I have said, though you contradict your- 
self, That we are justified, and our sins pardoned, 
before those godly works which spring from 
faith; when you say, ‘ That we are, at first, 
brought into a state of justification by faith 
only,’ and you cite the Homily? for it. For if 
this be true, and you say it is, that we are, at 


1 In your Letter, p. 1. 
* Homily of Justification, (of Salvation, you sn for 
that is the title of it,) Part ii. p. 16, 
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first, justified by faith only, then it evidently 
follows, that we have pardon of sins too, at first, 
only by faith. For you say, ‘ That justification 
consists only in remission of sins;’! and then it 
is manifest, that faith only justifying, it only 
procures remission: and yet you tell us, in the 
same page, ‘That godly works, which spring from 
faith, do also put us in a state of pardon. That 
is, in plain English, the works which spring from 
faith, put us in a condition and state, in which we 
were actually put, before those works had any 
being, and that by faith only. 4. You say, 
page 1, ‘ That faith and works do continue us in 
the state of justification and pardon :’? and yet, 
page 3, you say, ‘ That works, which spring from 
faith, -do both put us in a state of pardon, and 
continue us in it too.’ In the former place, you 
say, ‘ Faith alone puts us in a state of justi- 
fication and pardon, and then faith and works 
together continue us in it.’ In the latter place, 
you say, ‘ That works which, spring from faith, 
do both put us in a state of pardon, and continue 
us in it.’ Sir, these things seem to me very 
inconsiderately said by you, seeing in them you 
manifestly contradict truth and yourself. 5. When 
you say, ‘ That we are, at first, justified by faith 


1 Near the end of your Letter, p. 3. 

2 But though you join faith and works, as concurring to 
our justification, yet a more learned and judicious divine 
than yourself, which I think your modesty will not deny, 
tells us that this is impossible: Fidem et opera ad jus- 
tificationem concurrere, impossibile est. Jac. Arminius, 
Disputat. Privata 48. operum, p. 401. 
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only, and afterwards by works,’ you admit and 
approve that Popish distinction, of justificatio 
prima et secunda : so confounding of justification 
and sanctification, contrary to truth, and the 
judgment of our own, and all reformed churches. 
6. When you grant that, at first, we are justified 
by faith only: this is a truth so evident in scrip- 
ture, that even Popish writers, though zealous 
for justification by works, as you are, neither do 
nor dare deny it. The Trent Fathers say, Fides 
est initium, radix, et fundamentum omnis justitie.* 
And that so universally of all, that it precedes 
penitence: which, as it includes petdvoa and 
émiatpopy, a change of judgment, with an aversion 
from all evil, and conversion to all good, contains 
all good works, which are the effects and fruits 
of faith. So the Trent Catechism; In eo quem 
penitet, fides penitentiam antecedat necesse est, 
nec enim potest quisquam, se ad Deum convertere, 
qui fide caret.” And to this purpose, Vasquez ; 
Fatentur omnes catholici, fidem esse fundamentum 
edificu spiritualis, et radicem salutis nostre, unde 
amor, spes, et penitentia pullulant.2 7. And as 
it is on all sides confessed that, at first, faith only 
justifies; so it continues our justification. By 
faith we stand, or continue justified, says the 
Apostle, Rom. xi. 20: and elsewhere, We are 
kept by the power of God through faith unto 
salvation, 1 Pet.i.5. It is the shield by which 
we quench all the fiery darts of the devil, and 


! Concilium Tri. Sect. 6. De Justif. cap. 8. 
? Catechisma, Trident. Part ii cap. 8, 9. 
3 Vasquez in 1, 2. Disp. 220. cap. 7. sect. 44, 47. 
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overcome the world, Eph. vi. i6: nor is it only 
victorious, but (4 »v/cy) victory itself, 1 John v. 
4,5. Now, that which makes us stand in a 
justified estate, that by which we are kept unto 
salvation, and by which we are victorious and 
conquerors over the world, and sin, and Satan— 
that, I say, continues our righteousness ; for if 
that be not continued, it is impossible we should 
stand, be kept unto salvation, or conquer: but 
this faith only does, and not works; ergo, it is 
faith which continues our justification. 8. By 
faith we are regenerate and become the sons of 
God, John i. 12. Gal. iii. 26; it is our spiritual 
life, Gal. 11. 20. Heb. x. 38, and that life is 
eternal, John xvii. 3, so that we cannot perish, 
John iii. xvi: xi. 26. Whence we may evi- 
dently conclude, That which continues us in an 
estate, in which we cannot perish, continues our 
justification; for if that be not continued, we 
certainly perish; but it is faith which so con- 
tinues us, ergo ; and further, 9. As it is certain 
and confessed, that the merits and satisfaction of 
our blessed Saviour, apprehended and applied by 
a lively faith, is that only which, at first, does, or 
can justify us, coram Deo, from all sins past ;1 
so it is as certain, that such satisfaction so ap- 
plied, will justify us from all succeeding and 
future sins, as they come. For if such satisfac- 
tion so applied, was a plaister sufficient to cure all 
the wounds of our soul, and take away all our 
past sins, and that at once and altogether, with- 
out the concurrence of works ; then certainly the 


1 Art, Relig. 11. 
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same satisfaction, applied by the same faith, will 
be sufficient, and the only means, to take away 
single sins, as, pro futuro, they come to be com- 
mitted.1 And then we shall not only, at first, 
owe gur justification, but the continuation of it 
also, to faith apprehending and applying our 
blessed Saviour’s merits and justification. 10. 
And this may further appear, by the collation 
and analegy between the brazen serpent erected 
by Moses in the wilderness, (Numb. xxi. 9, &c.) 
and our blessed Saviour crucified, the type and 
the antitype, thus set down by St. John, as ex- 
plained by our blessed Saviour: ‘‘ As Moses 
lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so 
must the Son of Man be lifted up; that whoso- 
ever believes in him, should not perish, but have 
eternal life,” Johniii. 14,15. Where I observe, 
(1.) That, as they whose bodies were bit by the 
fiery serpents, were cured of their bodily diseases, 
to a temporal life, by looking on that serpent 
with their corporeal eyes; so they whose souls 
are bit by the old serpent, the devil, are cured of 
their spiritual wounds, to eternal life, by looking 
on our blessed Saviour crucified, with the spiritual 
eye of faith, or, as the text explains it, by believ- 
ing on him. (2.) And as their looking on the 
brazen serpent, if they were bit twenty times, 
cured them, nor was there any other way ap- 
pointed by God to do it, so as-by that means not 


1 This is asserted and proved in our Homilies. Part II. 
p. 262, 263. 


2 See our Homily, Part II. p. 188. in the Second 
Sermon of the Passion. 
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only the first, but the second, third, and twentieth 
biting was perfectly cured; so, by looking on 
our blessed Saviour crucified, with the eye of 
faith, not only the first biting, or sin of our souls, 
but all our sins successively, be they ever so 
many, may be cured, that is, pardoned, by that 
means; nor is there any other name or means 
under heaven given, by which we can be cured, 
or saved from our sins, and so justified. He is 
the only propitiation for our sins, nor can that 
propitiation be made ours, so as to have the 
benefit of it, by any other means, than by appre- 
hending and applying it, by a lively and fruitful 
faith.t 11. And further, this is the express 
doctrine of our Church in her Homily; where, 
speaking of the passion and satisfaction of our 
blessed Saviour, applied by faith, it follows—In 
this standeth the continual pardon of our daily 
offences ; in this resteth our justification ; in this 
we be allowed, &c.? The continual pardon of our 
daily offences, and therefore of our justification, 
standing, resting, or depending, upon the merits 
and satisfaction of our blessed Saviour, applied 
and made ours by faith, the only means of such 
application, it evidently follows, that faith is not 
only the means of our justification, at first, which 
you grant, but also of our continuation in it.— 
Seeing the same faith, which procured pardon at 
first, procures also continual pardon, of all of- 
fences which follow. 12. And, as to the affirm- 


1 So our Homilies express it, Part II. page, 186—1838, 
258, 259. 


2 The Homily for Good Friday, Part II, p, 177. 
G 
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ative part of the position, by the premises, if 
seems evident, that faith only, at first, justifies a 
sinner, and afterwards continues his justification : 
so, for the negative part, it may as manifestly 
appear, that our works do not continue us, as 
you pretend, in the state of justification, into 
which faith, at first, puts us. For, 

(1.) That which continues us in the state of 
justification, must have a continued being itself, 
without interruption. For it is impossible, that 
any thing should give continuance to another, 
when it continues not in being, but actually 
ceaseth to be, itself: operari presupponit. esse, 
and therefore, that which has no being, cannot 
possibly give or continue being to any other thing. 
Now, it is certain, that our good ‘works are 
transient, and too often interrupted. So that 
many times, we have none at all, actually to 
continue our justification. And this interruption, 
and want of good works, is sometimes, by the 
intervention of our sins: ‘‘ for in many things we 
offend all,” James iii. 2. And our Homily says, 
‘ that we sin daily and hourly.’ Now when we 


1 Homilies, pt. 2. p. 256. The words arethese, ‘ We do 
daily and hourly, by our wickedness and stubborn dis- 
obedience horribly, fall away from God,’ &c. They are the 
words of our mother, the Church of England; and had 
you read and considered, 1, The sad confessions of their 
sins, made by the Prophets, and most pious men in scrip- 
ture, as by David many times in the Psalms,—by Isaiah, 
chap. lxiv. 6, 7.—by Jeremiah, in his Lamentations,—by 
Daniel, chap. ix. &c. Or, 2. Had you considered the 
Confessions of your Church, in her ancient Liturgies, 
Greek or Latin, particularly, in that Missa Latina Antiqua, 
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fall into those sins, and are in the actual com- 
mission of them; I desire to know of you, what 
good works we have to continue our justification. 
St. Peter’s faith, and so his justification, failed 
not, but continued; for our blessed Saviour 
promised, and prayed that it should not fail: even 
then, when he denied and forswore his Master, 
yet surely he then had no good works actually 
to continue it. When just men are actually and 
innocently fast asleep in the night, which is for 
a considerable part of their life, they neither have, 
nor are obliged to have, any good works; and 
yet, I suppose, you will grant, that even then, 
when they have no good works, their justification 
is continued ; unless you will say, that they put 
off their justice with their clothes, which because 


published first by Flat. Illyricus, and then by Carotinal 
Bona, which was in use in the Roman Church a thousand 
years ago, or the Confession in our own Liturgy ; in all 
which, Confessions of. many multiplied sins are made by 
that Church; /Von tantum humiliter, as the Pelagians ; 
sed recacitur, as the Catholic fathers said. I say, had you 
considered and believed these things, you could not so 
confidently have affirmed our justification, or the con- 
tinuance of it, by cur own works; which themselves were 
discontinued, by the continual intervention of our many 
and great sins. Sir, Whatever opinion we may have, at 
present, of justification by’ our good works, and our con- 
tinuation of that justice by them; yet when we shall 
appear, as one day we must, at the dreadful tribunal of our 
jast God; we shall, I believe, be of Bellarmine’s opinion, 
who had been earnest for justitication by works, and say, 
as upon more serious and second thoughts, he did, Propter 
presentis vite incertitudinem, Tutissimum est, in solo 
Christo recumbere, &e. 
G 2 
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you should think not, I suppose, you will 
not say. 

(2.) When a sinner is, at first, justified by 
faith only, nothing can concur to the continuation 
of that justification, which does not concur to the 
continuance of a lively faith ; which, on our part, 
was the only means by which it beeame ours, so 
that we had a right and title to it. For without 
such faith, it is impossible such justice should be 
continued, and with it, it is impossible not to be 
continued. Now good works neither do nor can 
concur to the continuance of our faith; so that it 
should, by them, be continued. For all our 
good works are the fruits and effects of faith, 
and therefore cannot possibly concur to the being, 
or continuation of their cause. As it is not 
rational to say, that good fruits concur to the 
being or continuance of the tree that bears them ; 
so there will be as little reason to say, that good 
works, which are the fruits of faith, concur to the 
being or continuance, of the principle and cause 
from whence they come. 

(3.) It is certain, as has been said, that a lively 
faith gives being to our good works, as the cause 
and root from whence they spring ; and con- 
tinuance too, for according to the strength or 
weakness of our faith, our good works are, with 
more or less constancy continued. And there- 
fore, vice versa, to say, that good works give 
being or continuance to faith, or justification, 
which inseparably follows it, is indeed to assert 
contradictions and impossibilities. 

13. But to come nearer to that place, in St. 
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James, which you so often urge, and mistake, 
for a proof of your position, though you do not 
so much as endeavour to show us how, by any 
deduction, or just consequence, that justification 
by works which you assert, may, from that place 
in St. James, be concluded : And though a bare 
denial of what you barely say, without any pre- 
tence or proof, were a sufficient answer; yet 
because I see you, and some others, stand much 
upon that place, and press it for other purposes 
than were ever intended by the apostle, I shall, 
God willing, distinctly show you the apostle’s 
meaning, and the reasons why I think it is so, 
and that there is no opposition, much less any 
contradiction, but a perfect harmony and consent 
between St. Paul and St. James. And here, 

(1.) I believe it is a certain truth, which many 
more learned men affirm, that St. Paul and St. 
James, in what they have writ of justification, 
have different ends and purposes. Quod sola 
fides justificat, Paulus, que et,qualis sit illa fides, 
ostendit Jacobus. St. Paul’s designis, to prove, 
all works excluded, that faith only justifies ; St. 
James tells us, what faith that is, for it is not 
every kind of faith will do that great work, and 
in order to this, 

(2.) St James says, and evidently proves, 
against the seeming and hypocritical Christians, 
who thought faith would save them, though they 
lived impious lives, that a dead, barren, and 
' fruitless faith could not justify or save them: 
and this he fully does in seven verses; from the 
14th, inclusive, to the 21st, exclusive, and then 


G3 
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concludes that chapter, and his whole discourse, 
with a conclusion consonant to his premises, That 
“as the body without the spirit,” or breath, as 
in the margin of our Bibles it is truly explained, 
“is dead, so faith without works is dead also, 
and cannot justify,” James ii. 26. This for the 
negative part, that a dead faith does not justify. 
St. James expressly proves. 

(3.) And for the affirmative, that it must be 
an operative, a working, and fruitful faith which 
justifies, he proves in the five following verses, 
21—25. by two instances; that of Abraham, and 
the other of Rahab, whose faith, by which they 
were justified, as appears by scripture, was not 
dead and barren, but fruitful of good works. 
This is evidently the aim and end of St. James 
in his whole discourse, to show, against the 
seeming Christians, that a barren faith did not, 
and a fruitful faith did justify. 

But does not St. James expressly say; that 
‘«* Abraham and Rahab were justified by works.” 
And verse 24, that “‘a man is justified by works,” 
and ‘‘ not by faith” only. 

Yes, these are his words, but the question is, 
What is the true sense and meaning of them ? 
and how they are to be reconciled with St. Paul, 
who as expressly says, That ‘‘ we are justified by 
faith, without the works of the law,” Rom. iii. 
28. Iknow that Racovia and Rome, Socinian 
and Popish writers, usually object these words to 
Protestant divines ; the one, to prove justification 
by universal sincere obedience, as they eall it, 
the other, by our own. inherent righteousness, 
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as their phrase is. Both are for justification by 
works, and that, coram Deo, though in a different 
manner, and upon divers grounds. But, sure I 
am, that no reformed church in Christendom, nor 
any learned divine of our own church, I have yet 
met with, and you cite none, before the year 
1640, ever admitted that sense of St. James’s 
words, which Popish or Socinian writers put 
upon them, or conceived them to be any proof 
of justification coram. Deo, by our own works and 
inherent righteousness. And: here, that I may 
give you the true meaning of this passage in St. 
James, according to. the doctrine of the Church 
of England, antiquity, and the reformed churches, 
as may appear by their public confessions, and 
best writers, I do, and desire you to, consider, 
[1.] That aman may be said to be justified 
two ways, and both eccur in scripture. 1. Coram 
Deo : so that justifies, which constitutes a man just 
before God, and at his tribunal. So our church, 
in her Article, says, that we are justified before 
God, by the merits of Christ only, applied by faith 
only. And this isthe way of justification, St. Paul 
constantly speaks of, in opposition to works, jus- 
tificatio évomuy dvré, Rom. ili. 20; or rape rai 08, 
Gal. iii. 11; or katevémioy avrs, &c. Eph.i.4. 2. 
Coram Hominibus ; so that justifies, which is an 
evidence of our antecedent justification, and de- 
clares a person already just before God. Thus we 
say; good works justify ; and this is the justification 
which St. James attributes to good works. And 


1 Article 11. 
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that this may not be only precario et gratis dictum ; 
I say further, 1. That this may be. 2. That it 
must be St. James’s meaning in this place. 

[2.] That it may be his meaning, I think 
manifest: because the words and expressions 
used by St. James, may, in their genuine, and, 
in scripture, usual signification, have that sense 
and meaning; nor is there any ground in the 
nature of the things signified, or circumstances 
of the text, to convince us, that they must have 
any other meaning. For, 1. The words in St. 
James, which have occasioned different interpre- 
tations of his meaning, arethese, ¢§ doywy edixasdOn, 
Abraham was justified by works, and Rahab was 
justified by works. Now that the word d:Kase, 
which the apostle here uses, does usually signify, 
not to make or constitute one just, but, to declare 
an antecedent justice, is evident in scripture, 
where such expressions as these usually occur, 
edixasdOy 4 copia, Wisdom is justified. Matt. xi. 
19. 6 @eas éds:xasd6y, God justified in the Spirit, 
1 Tim. iii. 16. e:xcalocay toy @cdv, the Publicans 
| justified God, Luke vii. 29. In all which, and 
many more such places, it is evident, that to 
. justify, is not to constitute, but only to declare 
just. For although men may declare the justice 
of God, yet certainly it is impossible they should 
constitute, and make him just, who was infinitely 
just before man had being, and would have con- 
tinued so, if we had never been. And other 
words of like composition, have, in scripture, the 
like signification. So to magnify God, to glorify 
his name, &c. signify. only to declare, and not to 
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constitute or make God great and glorious. 
2. Seeing then the word in scripture, usually has 
these two significations, to constitute and declare 
just; and St. James speaks only in general; 
that Abraham was justified by works, without 
any limitation of the words to either meaning in 
particular; therefore, I say, that the word in him 
may be taken in the declarative signification ;” 
unless, by the nature of the thing, or circum- 
stances of the text, it appear that it must be 
taken otherwise. But this is so far from appear- 
ing, that I say, 3. That the nature of the thing, 
and the circumstances of the text, and persons 
mentioned in it, considered; it does, to me, 
manifestly appear, that to justify, in St. James, 
not only may, but must, be taken in the declara- 
tive signification we have spoken of. For, 

1. It is certain, and by you confessed, that at 
first faith only justifies: that it is the spiritual 
life by which the just man lives:' that from this 
root all our good works spring, and are effects 
and fruits of it, which, as our church tells us, ® do 
necessarily, though otherwise the actions are free 
and voluntary, follow and flow from it. Now, as 
in natural things, good fruits neither do, nor can 
constitute a tree good, but must of necessity pre- 
suppose it to be so, before it can bare good fruit : 
so in spiritual things, good and just works, which 
are fruits of faith, cannot constitute or make, but 
must necessarily pre-suppose him just who does 


1 Heb. x. 38. Gal. iii. 20. 
*-Articulo. Relig, vid. 1 John iii. 9. 
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them. Good works, or works of righteousness, 
as St. John,’ and St. Paul? calls them, are opera- 
tions of spiritual life, and necessarily presuppose 
that life, as the cause and principle from whence 
they only cancome. Every one, says St. John, 
that doth righteousness, or works of righteous- 
ness, or righteous and good works, is born of 
God. Righteous operations, if St. John say 
truth, presuppose a new birth, our regeneration, 
and consequently our justification. It being im- 
possible, that any regenerate man should be still 
in his sins, imnpenitent and unjustified. And ergo, 
they cannot possibly justify, or truly be said te 
justify us so, as to constitute and make us just, 
coram Deo. It is a certain and manifest truth in 
philosophy, that, operari presupponit esse, a man 
must first be, before he can think, or speak, or 
walk: and it is as certain a truth in divinity, that 
pie et juste operari, presupponit justum et pium 
esse. It being impossible, that an irregenerate, 
an impious and unjust person, should? produce 
just and pious actions. Men do not gather grapes 
of thorns, nor figs of thistles, says our blessed 
Saviour. ‘The premises considered, I do think, 
and both the ancient and reformed churches are, 
and have been of the same opinion, that good 
works, which follow faith and our justification, 
cannot possibly justify us so, as to constitute and 


1 1 John ii. 29. ? Titus iii. 5. 

* Matt. vii. 18. A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good 
fruit. Our blessed Saviour urges the argument from the 
natural impossibility of a bad tree, to the moral impossibi- 
lity of a bad man, vid. Matt. vii, 16,.17. Luke vi. 45. 
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make us just coram Deo. And ergo, justification 
by works, in St. James, cannot, without manifest 
error and mistake, be so interpreted. 

(2.) But as to the other sense of the word d:icaidw 
though good works do not so justify, as to make 
us just coram Deo; yet it is certain, that they are 
good evidences, which declare him who does 
them, to be indeed a justified person. ‘‘ By their 
fruits you shall know them,” says our blessed 
Saviour, Matt. vii. 16.20. ‘‘ The children of God 
are manifest, by doing righteousness,” says St. 
~ John, 1 John iii. 20, and we know that we are 
passed from death to life, 1 the life of faith whereby 
we are justified, because we love the brethren: 
and our church tells, ? that a lively faith may as 
evidently be known by good works, as a tree by 
the fruit. So that when St. James says, that 
Abraham was justified by works, his meaning 
both may, and must be, that his works were 
clear evidences that his faith was not a dead and 
barren, but a fruitful and lively faith, and he by 
it before justified. 

3. And St. James himself gives manifest 
grounds of this, that good works, which are the 
fruits of faith, are good evidences and declara- 
tions of a precedent faith and justification by it. 
For, 1. Speaking to those seeming Christians, 
who thought faith, though they lived impiously, 


1} John iii. 14. and 1 John iii. 18, 19. and 1 John ii. 


29. 

2. Article XIi. And Hom. pt. 1. p. 18. and pt. 2. p. 87. 
Good works are declarations and testimonials of our justi- 
fication. 
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would save or justify them, for that is the apostle’s 
meaning, he bids them ‘‘ demonstrate the truth of 
their faith, by good works, and the fruits of it.” 
James ii. 18. Ae?Edv nor, &. Show me, or demon- 
_ strate to me the truth of thy faith, by thy works. 
This they, who lived impiously, could not possi- 
bly do, and therefore he 1 concludes, that their 
faith, which had not such evidences to declare the 
truth of it, wasa barren and dead faith, such as | 
devils had, and therefore could not justify. Next, 
having promised (ver. 18.) that he would show 
them, that the faith which alone can justify, was 
operative, and fruitful of good works, he instances 
in the faith of Abraham ; and proves by Scripture, 
1. That it was a justifying faith, such as theirs 
against whom he disputes was not. Abraham 
believed God, says the text, and it was imputed 
to him for righteousness: his faith did actually 
justify him. 2. He proves, by Scripture too, that 
it was not barren faith, but fruitful of good 
works ; and he instances in that excellent work, of 
sacrificing his Son: and then he adds, Baésers ore 
n wiotis cuvnoyer, seest thou, or thou seest, that 
Abraham’s faith had good works accompanying 
it, which were visible evidences, that it was a true 
and justifying faith. And hence it is manifest, 
that St. James speaks, 1. Of a barren faith, which 
could not justify. 2. Of a fruitful faith, such as 
Abraham’s was, which did justify. 3. That he has 
not one word or syllable, that works did justify 
Abraham, or any body else, so as to constitute and 


t 


1 James ii. 19, 20. 
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make them just coram Deo: which is the only 
thing you should have proved by the passage you 
cite out of James, and yet you neither do nor 
endeavour it. But on the other side, St. James 
expressly says, what other Scriptures, antiquity, 
the Church of England, and all reformed churches 
affirm, that good works are declarations, and 
sensible! evidences of saving faith, and of an 
antecedent justification of the person who does 
them. 

_ (4.) And that it may further appear, that when 
St. James says, we are justified by works, his 
meaning is not, that works justify us so, as to 
constitute and make us just before God; but 
only that they justify so, as to be evidences 
whereby we are declared just to others, both 
men and angels: I shall set down St. James’s 
‘ words, which you much mistake, and give you 
the plain, and to me, and many more learned 
men, the true meaning of them; the words are 
these, Seest thou, how faith wrought with his 
works, and by works was faith-made perfect, and 
the Scripture was fulfilled, which saith, Abraham 
believed God, &c. Where 1. Those words, faith 
wrought with his works, signify the same thing, 
with those in St. Paul, faith which worketh by 
love; that is, true faith is always active and 
operative, this is confessed by all. Though the 
Apostle says, 4 mictis cvvqoyer,&c. Faith wrought 


1 Evidences both, 1. To Angels, Gen. xxii. 11, 12.—2. 
To Men, Matt. vii. 20.—3. To our own consciences, 
1 John iii. 14. 

H 


74 OF JUSTIFICATION. ‘ 


with his works: yet he neither does, nor could 
truly say, that they did co-operate to the same 
ends and purposes. For fides ad constitutionem, 
opera ad declarationem justitie operabantur. 
Faith alone did constitute him just before God. 
For, as you shall see anon, he was justified long 
before he sacrificed his Son, and ergo, that act 
could not possibly concur to constitute him just, 
who was perfectly just, and continued so, many 
years before that act had any being: it being 
impossible that act, or any thing else, should 
work before it was; and when it was, it did only 
co-operate to a declaration of a previous and an- 
tecedent justification. 2. And this further appears 
by what follows, And by works, says St. James, 
faith was made perfect; so we render these 
words in our translation ; perfect, not by commu- 
nicating any perfection, essential or accidental, to 
Abraham’s faith, but by declaring it to be ante- 
cedently perfect. For as good fruit cannot pos- 
sibly make, but presupposeth, a tree good and 
perfect, but yet may manifest it to be so: so it is 
impossible that any good works, the fruits of 
faith, should constitute and make faith perfect ; 

yet they may, and do, declare that itis so. 3. 
And that which further confirms this exposition, 
is, that the word here in St. James éreresdy, 
which we render, made perfect, may, and I be- 
lieve here must be rendered, declared to be per- 
fect. or so the word in Scripture usually signi- 
fies. ‘H Ovvapuc ms ev ddevela rereéras.1 My 


12 Cor. xii. 9. 
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strength, says our most gracious God, is made 
perfect ; that is, declared to be perfect : it being 
absolutely impossible, that the divine perfection, 
which is ab- eterno infinite, should in time be 
eapable of any addition: so St. John, + God 
dwells in us, and his love, reredeswuevy ear év 
nesy, is perfected in us: that is, his love is 
declared to be perfect. And, to omit ail other 
such places, our blessed Saviour says of himself, 
The third day I shall be perfected, * reAcsSuas, it 
is the same word: I shall be perfected, not by 
any addition of new, but by a further manifesta- 
tion or declaration of his former and pre-existent 
perfection. So that the premises considered, I think 
it may appear, that the words in St. James, E& 
epryay n Tiors ereneroOy, both may, and must have 
this sense and meaning, that Abraham’s faith was 
by works manifested and declared perfect; that 
is, not a dead and barren, but a lively, fruitful, 
and justifying faith. 4. When St. James says 
further, that when Abraham, voto, licet non facto, 
sacrificed his Son; the Scripture was fulfilled, 
which saith, Abraham believed God, and it was 
imputed to him for righteousness. ‘The meaning 
of this, notwithstanding what you, and some late 
mistaken writers say, must be, (1.) Not that the 
Scripture was fulfilled, as a prophecy was fulfilled, 


1] John iv. 12. 

2 Luke xiii.32. So Heb. vii. 28. vsdy elo tov asdva 
TETEAELWKEYOY, not consecrated but perfected, as in the 
margent of our Bibles, being opposed in the Text, to 
adSévera. Nor could the eternal Son of God be perfected, 
save by the manifestation of his perfection. 

18 De 
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when a thing foretold, does afterwards come to 
pass. For Abraham was, de facto, actually jus- 
tified at least 350 years’ before Moses was born, 
and so long enough before there was any Scrip- 
ture to be fulfilled, by Abraham’s sacrificing his 
Son. 

(2.) But the meaning of St. James is and must 
be this, that Abraham’s heroic act of faith in 
offering up his Son, was an evidence and demon- 
stration, 1. Of the truth of his faith, that it was 
such as did really justify him, And 2. An evidence 
and demonstration to others of the truth of that 
Scripture, which says, that it did justify him. For 
such a faith did, and none else could justify him. 
I say, to others, because that Scripture was writ 
to that purpose, to assure * all who should come 
after, that such a fruitful faith as Abraham’s was, 
would justify them. 

(14.) When it is said, in the aforegoing objec- 
tion, out of St. James, that Abraham was justified 
by works, when he offered up his Son, because 
Papists, Socinians, you, and some others of late, 
often urge it, for justification by works, in such a 
sense, as the Apostle nevermeant: I shall, besides 
what is abovesaid, endeavour to rectify your mis- 
take, by giving you some reasons why St. James’s 
meaning, saying Abraham was justified by works, 
was not, that works did constitute, or make him 


1 Abraham was justified at or before his calling out of 
Haran, Heb. xi. 8. He was then 75 years old, Gen, xii. 
4. Which was An. Mund. 2024. And Moses was born An. 
M. 2374. Which was 350 years after Abraham was 
justified. 

2 Rom. iv. 23. 
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just before God: but only that they were evi- 
dences, which a posteriori, declared him justified 
by faith before. That this may appear, I do 
consider, 

(1.) That Abraham was really and actually 
justified by faith,! forty, or, if Josephus reckon 
right, fifty years before he offered Isaac his Son ; 
and had continued in that faith, justice, and 
friendship with God, at all time, till he did offer 
him. So that to say, that act, the oblation of his 
Son, justified Abraham, is to say, it did that, 
which was really and actually done at least forty 
years before. 

(2.) The oblation of Isaac, was an act of that | 
faith, by which Abraham was before justified 
coram Deo, as the Apostle ? tells us, And therefore, 
if you will believe the Article of our church, 3 
which you have subscribed, that act, the oblation 
of his Son, was consequent, and followed his jus- 
tification; and ergo, it could not possibly be a 
cause or condition previous and antecedent to it, 
and ergo, neither did, nor could justify him, 
coram Deo. 

‘This does further, and evidently appear, from 


1 Abraham was justified by faith when he left Haran, 
Heb. xi. 8. He was then 75 years old, Gen. xii. 4. Isaac 
was born An. Abraham, 100. Gen. xxi. 5. So that Abra- 
ham had been justified 25 years when Isaac was born. 
Josephus says, (Lib. ii. Antiq. cap. 22.) that Isaac was 
25 years old when he was offered on the altar; our later 
Chronologists say, he was then 26 years old. Take which 
- account you will, Abraham was 50 or at least 49 years a 
justified person, before he offered Isaac. 

2 Heb. xi. 17. 3 Art. XII. 
BBs’ 
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the text itself, which tells us, that God tempted, 
or tried Abraham, and the Apostle cites that * 
place, rises Aboud weipaleneves, noorevgnvoyer, &C. 
By faith Abraham when he was tried, offered up 
Isaac. God was pleased to lay that severe and 
yet just command upon him, that he should 
sacrifice his Son, not with any intention, that he 
should be justified by that act, for he was justified 
long before, but to try him, and put him to a 
proof and experiment of his faith: so that by that 
act, the sincerity of it, that it was a lively, fruit- 
ful, and justifying faith, might be declared to men 
and angels,* in that and after ages. This is 
manifest in the text, 4And the Angel of the Lord 
called to him, and said, Now I know that thou 
‘fearest God, seeing thou hast not withholden thy 
Son, &c. This heroic act, and good work of 
Abraham, was, ex post-facto, an evidence and 
demonstration of the greatness and sincerity of 
his faith, and fear of God, and consequently of 
his justification coram Deo ; and ergo, could not 
possibly constitute, or as a previous cause or con- 
dition, make him just before God; but only 
declare to men and angels that he before was so. 
(4.) Had you read and understood, Rom. iv. 
1, 2, 3. &c. as by some passages in your letter I 
am sure you do not, where St. Paul disputes, ex 
professo, of Abraham’s justification ; and ascribes 
it to faith only, all works secluded, had you con- 
sulted and understood the ancient fathers’ exposi- 


1 Gen. xxii. 1. th 2.Heb. xif Be 
3 Gen, xxii. 11,15 4 Gen. xxii. 12. 
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tion of it, and the commentaries of later and 
learned Protestant Divines, and some sober 
Papists too, you might have found more reason 
and authority than you have for any thing you 
say, to believe, that though Abraham’s good 
works might and did justify him, coram homini- 
bus, which is that St. James means and acknow- 
ledges, yet not so coram Deo. Clemens Romanus, 
St. Paul’s1 cvyypoves civepyos, contemporary 
and fellow labourer, would have told you, that 
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, &c. were not justified by 
any of their good works, but by faith only,? ravrec 
ody edobadycay, &c. Omnes igitur glorificati et 
justificati sunt, non per Setpsos, aut eorum opera, 
aut justificationes quas patrarunt. And then he 
adds, Sic nos in Christo vocati, non per nosmetip- 
sos justificamur, neque per sapientiam nostram, 
inteilgentiam pietatem, vel opera, que in puritaie 
cordis, et sanctimonia operati sumus ; sed per 
fidem, per quam Deus omnipotens omnes ab initio 
justificavit. Thus that most: ancient father, and 
the rest who speak of this subject for many ages 
after him, although I believe you know it not. 
And having said before, that some learned and 
sober papists, v2 veritatis victi, were of the same 
opinion; I shall, omitting others, instance in one, 
who commenting on these words of St. Paul, 3 ex 
operibus legis, nulla caro justificabitur : He hath 


EPhil.iv, 3. 

2 Clemens Romans, Epist. ad. Corinthios, p. 41. Edit. P. 
Junii. 

3 Rom, iii. 21. 
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these signal words, 1 Hoe signanter addit Aposto- 
lus, quia propter legem et opera, justificamur coram 
hominibus, sed coram Deo, qui corda intuetur, 
majus aliquid requiritur, nempe fides. Observa (as 
he goes on) duplicem justitiam, operum et fidei : 
utraque necessaria Christiano, ut et coram Deo 
justus sit, et coram hominibus probatus. Even an 
honest popish writer, convinced by the text and 
truth, doth confess, and expressly say, that there 
is, justitia operum coram hominibus, of which St. 
James speaks, and justitia fidei, of which St. Paul 
speaks, so that there is no opposition, much less 
contradiction, between the positions of those two 
Apostles, nor any ground in either of them, as 
you and some others misconceive, for justification 
by works coram Deo. 

(5.) Lastly. That neither the good work of 
Abraham, in sacrificing his son, (how excellent 
soever,) nor all his good works (how many 
soever) did, or could justify Abraham coram Deo, 
which is the only thing in question; for that they 
did justify coram hominibus, is most certain and 
confessed, is evident. For 1. That any good 
work, as Abraham’s sacrificing his Son, should 
justify any person, coram Deo; or, to use your? 


1 John Ferus in Rom. iii. 20. p. 144. Edit. Mogunt. 
1558. I know the Church of Rome, which no reformed 
church ever did, condemns this doctrine of John Ferus, in 
indice expurg. Hispanico, in Joh. Fero, which is a com- 
mendation of it, and a great presumption that it is true. 
Magnum aliquod bonum est, quod a Nerone (a Congrega- 
trone gudicti) damnatur. 

2 In your Letter, p. 3. sub. finem. 
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own words, that God should forgive his sins for 
such work, is not only improbable, but manifestly 
irrational: never affirmed by any I have yet met 
with, Protestant or Papist, besides yourself, who 
barely, and without any pretence of proof, say it 
only. 2%. That act of Abraham, as is aforesaid 
and proved, was an effect and fruit of faith, by 
which his sins were pardoned and _ he justified 
antecedently and before that act had any being ; 
and therefore it was impossible, his sins should be 
forgiven for doing that act, which were all 
actually forgiven, before Abraham produced it. 
3. Your mother the Church of England might 
have taught you better doctrine, that our most 
gracious God does not forgive our sins, for any 
one, or all our good works. For she plainly tells 
you, that to the remission of sins, and so to our 
justification, only three! things are required. 1. 
Grace, er parte Det. 2. Sanetification, ex parte 
Christi. 3. A lively faith, ex parte nostri. And 
only such a faith, and nothing else. Whence it 
evidently follows, that good works are not, as 
you pretend, and yet do not so much as pretend 
to any reason for it, required on our part to 
remission of sins and justification. 4. Nay, Car- 
dinal Cajetan, a person eminent in the church of 
Rome, both for place and learning, might, had 
you been acquainted with him, have taught you 
better divinity: and I shall, for your sake, here 
set it down. He, commenting on the third * chap- 


1 Our Homilies, part I. p. 14. 
3.Cardi Cajetan in 3. ad, Rom. v. 20, 21, 22. 
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ter to the Romans, on these words, By the deeds 
of the law shall no flesh be justified, tells us, 1. 
Quod Paulus, Testimonio legis et Prophetarum 
declarat, non ex operibus legis, hoc est non ex 
justitia quorumcunque operum, justificart hominem 
simplicitur et absolute, sed ex justitia Dei. And 
then, a little after, he adds, justitia Dei per fidem, 
aperte significat, quod per justitiam operum, nec 
Judai, nec Gentes justificabantur, justitid Remit- 
tente peccata ; sed sola justitia Dei, per fidem Jesu 
Christi. Where the Cardinal tells us; that there 
is a twofold justice. 1. Justitia remittens peccata, 
simplicitur sic dicta; et hec est justitia Dei per 
jfidem. 2. Justitia non remittens peccata, nec sim- 
pliciter sic dicta; et hee est justitia operum. 
And then he adds, Inter justitiam operis et jus- 
titiam Dei, hec est differentia; quod justitia 
operis justificat tantum illud opus cujus est, and 
operantem secundum habitum illius operis ; non 
absolute, quoniam non delet peccata, sed relinquit 
hominem in peccatis, que fecit. And though you 
say, ! that God remits our sins, upon doing good 
works, this, which the Cardinal says, is evident. 
For admit Sempronius have committed only one 
sin, and never sin after, but perfectly keep the 
whole law: yet all those good works cannot jus- 
tify him coram Deo, nor take away that one 
single sin. All those good works are officia, et 
Deo ex lege debita, non merita. 'They may jus- 
tify Sempronius, as the Cardinal truly says, as to 
themselves, and the habits produced by them ; 


1 In your Letter, p. 3. 
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sed peccata non delent, they cannot take away one 
single sin. This said, and most truly, the Car- 
dinal goes on, Justitia autem Dei, justificat homi- 
nem absolute, quoniam peccata que invent in 
homine, delet. The Cardinal says further, and 
truly, that justitia Dei, the righteousness of God, 
which St. Paul’ so often mentions, and opposeth 
to all justification by our own works, and inherent 
righteousness, consists in * the satisfaction of our 
blessed Saviour. For there, he further says, and 
almost in the very words of our 3 Homily, that 
three things are required to our justification. ‘1. 
Gratia Dei. 2. Justitia Redemptoris, 3. Fides 
nostra in ejus sanguine. Primum, scilicet Gratia 
Dei, est causa secundi et terti. Secundum, 
nempe justitia Redemptoris, ita est gratie effectus, 
ut tamen rationem justitie rei constituit. Ter- 
tium, scilicet fides, est applicatio et conjunctio 
utriusque nobiscum. Where it is evident, in the 
judgment of that great Cardinal, that remission 
of sins, and our justification. coram Deo, which 
only he and we now speak of, depends solely, as 
to what is on our part required, upon our applica- 
tion of the satisfaction and justice of our blessed 
Saviour, by a lively faith, and not, as you mis- 
take, upon any good works, which are the effects 
and fruits of it. And, to omit many such other 
passages in Ferus, in Cassander, Erasmus, Stapu- 


1 Vid. Rom. i. 17. and Rom. iii. 21, 22.25, 26. Rom. x. 
3. Phil. iii. 9. &c. 

2 Cajetan in 3. ad Rom. v. 25. 

5 Hom, pt. I. p. 14. 
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lensis, &c, Corn. Mussus, one of the Trent 
Authors, and by them highly ! magnified, tells us 
to the same purpose,” ‘ Constanter asseveramus 
hominem apud Deum justificari per fidem, citra 
omnia legis opera,’ &c. And he adds, ‘ opera nulla 
locum habent in justificando hominem coram Deo : 
Unica fide justificantur universi homines apud 
Deum, sine operibus moralibus, ceremonialibus, 
judicialibus cujuscunque legis, vel Nature, vel 
Mosaice, vel Evangelice. Audis (says he) Pau- 
linam Sententiam, &c. So that when you say, 
for these are your own words, ‘ We have remis- 
sion of sins, and justification, by doing of godly 
works, which are the fruits of faith; ’ either you 
consider not, or, which is worse, though both are 
bad in a person of your confidence, reject the 
general consent and judgment, not only of anti- 
quity, all Protestant churches, especially ours of 
England, but of sober popish authors too. 

15. Now having done with Scripture, and that 
place in St. James, which is the only place you 
bring to prove your position, and that miserably 
misunderstood, you come to authority; and here, 
though it might have been expected from a person 
of your positive boldness, that you would have 
pretended at least, and more you could not, to 
fathers, councils, confessions of any reformed 
churches, or the testimonies of the pious and 
learned reformers of our own or foreign churches : 


1 Vid. Possevin, in Apparat. verbo Cornelius Mussus. 
2 Corn Mussus, Episc. Bisuntinus, in Rom. iii. 28. p. 
180. Col. I. Edit. Veneta, 1588. 
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But you cite none of these, nor so much as any 
one passage out of any of them. You do indeed 
bring, and name them, nine or ten witnesses to 
depose for your opinion. And although some of 
them be my reverend, learned, and worthy friends, 
yet, 1. You cite not any one, who writ any thing 
this way, before the year 1640. 2. Some of 
them, for ought I yet find, have not writ any 
thing at all. 3. You neither tell me what any 
one of them says for your opinion, nor where he 
says it. 4. If some of them should be of your 
opinion, as I have reason to believe few are, yet I 
know not any reason why their judgment or 
authority should conclude with me, more than 
mine with them. 5. But admit they were all of 
your opinion, and approved your new hypothesis 
(which is untrue), yet they were neither fathers 
nor infallible: and their joint testimony, if you 
had it, does not amount to a probable argument, 
if Aristotle define right, 1 much less a convincing 
proof for the truth of that position and hypothesis, 
which you would, but neither do nor can, main- 
tain: 6. For your nine or ten witnesses for your 
opinion of justification by works, I shall name 
(and you only name yours) a thousand times as 
many ; who have actually, and before any of your 
witnesses were born, given express testimony to 


? Probabile est, quoad ab omnibus, plerisque, vel Sapi- 
entibus, iisque vel omnibus vel Sapientissimis asseritur. 
Aristoteles Topicor. lib. 1. If this be so, then the consent 
of your nine or ten witnesses, if they did consent, could not 
amount to a probable argument, much less demonstration. 

I 
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the contrary doctrine, and against justification by 
any inherent righteousness: and these, as in 
number far more, so in learning and piety not 
inferior to any of yours. (1.) So Wiccliffe, Huss, 
Jerome of Prague, Luther, Melancthon, and the 
ancient reformers, and their followers, in the 
- churches beyond the seas, to this day. (2.) So 
Jewel, Reynolds, Hooker, Whittaker, Davenant, 
Crackanthorp, Field, John White, Downeham, 
and generally the divines of our church, before 
our late unhappy civil wars, when too many cast 
off loyalty to the king, and duty to their mother 
the church of England. (3.) Had you consulted 
that famous, and (though it may be not to you) 
well known book, called Liber Concordiz, + you 
might have found this doctrine, which is yours, 
damned as anabaptistical (Socinius’s doctrine had 
then that name). ‘ Quod justitia nostra coram 
Deo, non tantum in Sola Obedientia, et unico 
Christi Merito, verum etiam in nostra renova- 
tione, et propria justitia consistit.’ They thought 
it an anabaptistical error for any man to say, as 
you do, That any works, or the inherent justice 
even of a renewed and regenerate man, or any 
thing but the obedience and merits of our blessed 
Saviour, did justify any man coram Deo. Now 
there subscribed to this book and doctrine, in 
contradiction to yours, no less than three electors 
of the Roman empire, twenty-one princes, twenty- 
two counts, four barons, thirty-five free cities, 
and eight thousand ministers, as a learned man 


' Liber Concordiz, Lipsic, 1580. 40. 
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has computed the number of those subscribers. ' 
These testimonies, consider them what way you 
will, ‘numero aut pondere,’ extant on public 
record, will I hope be more significant even to 
you, than your nine or, at most, ten supposed (for 
they are but supposed) witnesses. (4.) And which 
is yet more, I do say, and when there is a just 
occasion shall, God willing, make it good, That 
not only our church, but all the reformed churches 
in Europe (as, by their public Confessions, may 
and does appear)? have declared against your 
novel hypothesis, and that we neither are nor 
can be justified, coram Deo, by our own works 
and inherent righteousness. (5.) As for the 
testimonies of the fathers and the ancient church 
(in whose works I perceive you are not very well 
versed, because you cite none; all the authorities 
you cite, except one and he lately dead, being 
now living), they are so many and so express 
against your hypothesis, that had you impartially 
read and understood them, you would either not 
have entertained or altered that opinion, which 
now you unadvisedly defend. For the testimonies 
of the fathers, you might and may find many of 
them cited to your hand, in any of our Protestant 
divines who have writ against Rome, on the 
article of justification, and more particularly in 
that Corpus Confessionum, but now cited, you have 
a collection of many such places, with distinct 


1 Vincentius Placcius Syntag. de Scriptis et Scriptoribus, 
Anonymis. Hamburgi. 1674. p. 11. 


2 Vide Corpus Confessionum, edit. 1612. vel 1654. 
re? 
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references to the writings of the fathers where 
they may be found. 

16. In the postscript of your Letter, having 
said, ‘ That justification was God’s pardoning of 
sin upon the doing of godly works;’ you there 
add, ‘ And what harm there can be in such doe- 
trine, you are too weak-sighted to perceive. ‘To 
this I say, 1. That Iam apt to believe you are 
weak-sighted ; both because you say it (though 
otherwise very few of your sayings deserve or 
have my belief), and because your many mistakes, 
and the weakness of your reasoning, give me 
strong reason to believe that you are indeed in 
divinity very weak-sighted: which weakness, if 
natural, may be your calamity, but if by voluntary 
neglect of means, and idleness, your crime. 2. 
But though you can see no harm in your doctrine 
of justification by your own works, yet you might 
and ought to have seen harm init. For it is the 
judgment of our church, which you have sub- 
scribed, 1 That whosoever denies justification 
by faith only, is not to be accounted a Christian 
man, nor a setter forth of Christ’s glory; but an 
adversary to Christ and his gospel, and a setter 
forth of men’s vain glory. And that you might 
not, as weakly or wilfully you do, mistake our 
church’s meaning’, she tells you, (1.) In the text 
(page 17), that we are justified only by a lively 
faith in Christ. (2.) And (page 16.) you have 
this note in the margent, The profit of the doctrine 
that faith only justifies. (3.) And again in the 


1 Hom. pt. i. p. 16. in calce pagine, et. p. 17. in prin. 
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margent (page 17), What they be who repugn 
the doctrine (as you unadvisedly do) that faith 
justifies. The meaning of our church, both in 
her Articles and Homilies! (as is before observed, 
and, I hope, proved), undeniably is, That we are 
accounted righteous before God, only for the 
merits of our blessed Saviour. They being, 
‘ Unica et Sola Ratio et causa, que remissionem 
peccati et justitiam impetrat,’ and a lively faith, 
' * Causa unica et sola, que Christi Merita et Sat- 
isfactionem, Anime peccatrici, in medelam et 
justitiam applicat.’ Our good works neither 
meriting remission of sins, as is confessed, nor 
any way applying those merits, so as we have the 
benefit of them, which only can do it; seeing it is 
evident, as before is said and proved, that our 
good works are fruits of faith, which, as their 
cause, follow it, and ergo, cannot possibly be 
either cause or condition antecedent to our 
justification. 

17. But you go on, after your usual rate, and 
say, ‘ You do not think it unlawful for a man to 
preach on that text of St. James,’ James ii. 24. 
You see that a man is justified by works, and not 
by faith only. ‘ And if he do preach on that 
text, and preach not up justification by works, 
he will make a strange sermon ; and more strange, 
if he should from thence preach against all justi- 
fication by any works.’* These be your words. 
Now, in reply to this saying of yours, which needs 
no serious answer, I shall return another saying, 


1 Art, 11, 12. 2 In your postscript. 
13 
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in your words, which will require your answer as 
much as yours mine, thus, ‘ I do think it lawful 
for a man to preach on that text of St. Paul, 
Therefore we conclude, that a man is justified 
by faith, without the works of the law: and if he 
do preach on that text, and preach not up justifi- 
cation by faith, he will make a strange sermon, 
and more strange, should he from thence preach 
against all justification by faith.” This saying of 
mine, will concern you to consider, as much as 
yours me. For if yours signify that we are jus- 
tified by works; mine, on the same grounds, 
will as truly signify, that we are justified by faith 
without them. But that I may meekly give 
you all the satisfaction I can (for it is not victory, 
but truth and your information, I seek); I grant, 
(1.) That to preach on that text you mention, is 
so far from being unlawful ; that it is both lawful, 
expedient, and, in some cases, necessary, for 
a divine to preach upon and explain that text, 
and reconcile the seeming contradiction between 
that, and some other texts in scripture. (2.) I 
grant, that we may preach upon that text, and 
not preach up justification by works, in that sense 
you intend; and yet the sermon be no way 
strange, but very true and usual. Because [ 
know many good preachers and commentators, 
ancient and modern, explain that text, and yet 
are so far from preaching up justification by good 
works coram Deo (which is, and must be, your 
sense, if it be pertinent to your position and hy- 
pothesis), that they preach and prove the direct 
contrary ; that our good works neither do nor 
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can justify us before God, and at the tribunal of 
his severe and most righteous judgment. (3.) 
And when you say, ‘ That it would be more 
strange, if, on that text, he should preach against 
all justification by any works,’ this I grant is 
true, but impertinent; for it being confessed by 
all, that good works do justify us, coram homi- 
nibus; certainly no man (cui apriag gpevécs, et 
Sanum Sinciput) ever did, or ever could, without 
contradicting his text and truth, preach on that 
or any other text, against all justification, by any 
works. | 

18. But you go on, and say, ‘ That remission 
of sins and justification are in our homilies twice 
asserted to be the same thing. Which, say you, 
is clear enough against some Neotericks, who 
will have justification consist in the pardon of 
our sins, and imputation of our blessed Saviour’s 
righteousness; of which, say you, neither homily 
nor scripture say any thing.’ 

Now here, that you may see how vain and irra- 
tional such talk is, give me leave to tell you, 
what is evidently true: 1. That you say indeed, 
‘ That in our homilies, justification and remission 
of sins are twice called the same thing;’ but you 
neither tell us, in-which part of that book, or what 
particular homily, or in what respect, or how far, 
they are called the same thing. 2. You say, 
‘That this is clear enough against some Neo- 
tericks, who hold the imputation of our blessed 
Saviour’s righteousness to concur to our justifi- 
cation;’ but you neither tell us, who those 
Neoterics are, where or how they hold it, or by 
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what deduction and just consequence it becomes ‘so 
clear, that the imputation of our blessed Saviour’s 
righteousness does not concur to our justification : 
which certainly you should have done, before, 
with so much confidence, you condemn me, and 
those that you call Neotericks, for saying, as you 
suppose, and I grant, that the imputation of our 
blessed Saviour’s righteousness does, and of ne- 
cessity must, concur to the justification of a sinner. 
For certainly you cannot think (and if you do, 
you are much mistaken), that your Adras éga, 
your unproved sayings and bare dictates (for 
reasons you bring none), should pass with me 
or any body else, for oracles or convincing 
proofs. 3. What consequences you may fancy 
to follow, from the words of the homily which 
you cite, I know not: but sure I am, (1.) That 
the words you cite are only these, ‘ The homily 
does twice call justification and remission of sins 
the same thing.’ (2.) That all the consequence 
which you do or can bring from those words, is 
only this, Justification and remission of sins are 
the same thing; ergo, justification consists not in 
the imputation of our blessed Saviour’s righteous- 
ness. So your argument, such as it is, in form, 
is thus, , 

‘ Our justification consists not in that which is 
no remission of sins;’ for, you say, ‘ Remission 
and justification are the same thing.’ . 

‘ But the imputation of our blessed Saviour’s 
righteousness, is no remission of sins. Being, I 
grant, the cause and motive why God does remit, 
and not the remission itself,’ 
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* Ergo, Our justification consists not in such 
imputation of our blessed Saviour’s righteousness.” 

This is your argument; which if it be cogent 
and concluding, it will, by the same logic, 
evidently follow, 

1. That our justification consists not in believ- 
ing in Jesus Christ, and yet that text, John iii. 
15, 16. Rom. v. 1. expressly says, that faith in 
him does justify. For believing in our blessed 
Saviour is no more remission of sins, than the 
imputation of his righteousness, in which, you 
say, our justification does not consist. 

2. And from the same principle it must, by 
your logic, necessarily follow, that our justifica- 
tion cannot consist in doing any good works, 
which are the fruits of faith. For if it be true 
(and you say it is), that justification consists only 
in remission of sins; then it cannot eonsist in 
doing good works. For it is evident, that doing 
good works is no remission of wicked ones already 
done. 

3. If justification and remission of sins be so 
the same thing, that justification consists in 
nothing but such remission; then, it does not 
consist in the free grace and mercy of God. For 
that mercy and grace are the prime efficient cause 
and principle of remission; and, ergo, cannot 
possibly be the remission itself; which is a sub- 
sequent effect, which has its being from that 
cause. 

So that by your unadvised sophistry (reason I 
neither do, nor can truly call it), you have shut 
out from our justification, as things in which it 
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does not consist, seeing you say it consists only 
in remission of sins, all these particulars ; 

(1.) The free grace and mercy of God. 

(2.) The imputed righteousness of our blessed 
Saviour. 

(3.) A lively faith in his blood, in contradiction 
to Scripture, Rom. ii. 2. 

(4.) And all good works too; and so you con- 
tradict your own hypothesis, and (though, I be- 
lieve, you neither intended nor knew it) confute 
yourself: and, which is of much more moment, 
(though you have not considered it), you contra- 
dict the express doctrine of our church and the 
apostle. For our homily truly tells us, that the 
apostle requires three things to go together in 
our justification, 1 in which it does and necessarily 
must consist; 1. On God’s part, mercy and 
grace. 2. On our blessed Saviour’s part, justice, 
or satisfaction of God’s justice. 3. On our part, 
a. lively faith only ; and therefore not works; as 
you, it seems, do, and would have me believe. 
So that our church, out of the apostle, expressly 
requires three things, which must of necessity 
concur to our justification, without. which it can- 
not consist; and yet you tell us, with your usual 
confidence, that it consists only in that which 
is none of the three, to wit, Remission of our 
sins. 

In short; if you take justification as it is, Actus 
Dei peccata remittentis : and consider it, 1. Re- 
spectu. Dei, cwus est actus: so grace and the 


? Hom. pt. 1. p. 14. 
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mercy of God are necessarily and antecedently 
required to remission of sins ; it being most cer- 
tain, that it is of his grace and mercy that he 
remits them. 2. Respectu objecti, ad quod actus 
remissionis terminatur, that is, peccatum remissum. 
And that object of remission is either, (1.) Objec- 
tum materiale, the sin itself which is remitted ; 
or, (2.) Oljectum formale, which is the impulsive 
cause or motive why it is remitted: and so the 
merits and righteousness of our blessed Saviour, 
made ours by faith, is the one and only motive 
why sin ever was, or ever will be remitted. But 
of this more anon. 
Now seeing, by your own forementioned argu- 
ment, you have excluded works from our justifi- 
cation; I shall, for better reasons, concur with 
you in that particular, that our good works do 
not justify us: and that the Church of England 
is of the same judgment, may farther appear, by 
a place or two, not mentioned before, which here 
follow: 1. Then, our Church says, ‘ No man 
can by his own works, (be they never so good) 
be made righteous before God: but we must 
seek another righteousness or justification, to be 
received at God’s own hands; that is, forgiveness 
of our sins. And this justification or righteous- 
ness, received of God’s mercy and Christ’s merits, 
embraced by faith, is accepted of God for our 
perfect and full justification.’! So you see here 
is perfect and full justification, without works, or 
any mention of them, as any way concurring to 


? Hom, pt. 1.-p. 13. 
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it. Nay our works, be they never so good, are 
by our church expressly excluded from having 
any hand in our justification. And therefore, I 
think it evident, that our church renounceth all 
inherent righteousness, and plainly says, that we 
must have another righteousness to justify us 
before God: and we must receive it of God him- 
self, for Christ’s merits and by faith (we neither 
receive it by works, nor for them); that is, as 
you shall see anon, our blessed Saviour’s right- 
eousness, which he, as our Surety and Mediator, 
performed for us, and his Father accepted in full 
satisfaction for all our sins, and imputed it to us; 
This, I say, and so does our church here, and in 
her Article, 1 and all the reformed churches, only 
is that righteousness which does or can justify a 
sinner, coram Deo. 2. And in the same Homily, 
a little after,? all the ‘ ancient authors (Greek 
and Latin) say, that we are justified only by a 
lively faith in Christ (all our works utterly ex- 
cluded). And St. Basil saith, that it is our whole 
rejoicing in God, when we do not advance our 
own righteousness, but acknowledge the want of 
true righteousness, and to be justified only by 
faith in Christ.’ And ‘ St Paul,’ says the Homily 
out of Basil, ‘ doth glory in the contempt of his 
own righteousness, ? and that he looked for the 
righteousness of God by faith.’ And a little after, 
in the conclusion of the Homily, 4‘ As great and 


1 Article 11. 2 Hom. of Salvation, pt. 2. p. 16. 
3 Phil. iii. 8,9. which place is cited in the Homily. 
* Ibid. p. 18. 


OF JUSTIFICATION. 97 


godly a virtue as faith is; yet it puts us from 
itself, and remits us to Christ, to have remission 
of sins and justification by him only: and does, 
as it were, say unto us thus, It is not I that take 
away your sin, but Christ only, and to him only 
I send you, forsaking therein all your virtues, 
words, thoughts, and works, and only putting 
your trust in Christ. It is not possible, more 
plainly and fully to exclude all, even our best 
works, from having any hand in our justification. 

But, let the Fathers and our Church say what 
they will, you do not like that phrase—that faith 
justifies. You tell us, that it is not scriptural. 
For, say you, ‘in scripture it is always in the - 
passive, we are justified by faith; but never in 
the active, that faith does justify.’' To this I 
say, 1. This you say, with your usual confidence 
and mistake, against truth and the express doc- 
trine of your mother, the Church of England ; 
which tells you, that both Scripture and Fathers 
use it in an active sense. ‘The Scripture useth 
to say, that faith doth justify, and only faith doth 
justify. And the old Fathers say, that only faith 
justifieth.’* These are the very words of the 
Homily, which you have subscribed, and here in 
your letter, without any respect to truth or your 
Mother, evidently contradicted. 2. But admit 
what you say, it is impertinent. For to say, we 
are justified by faith, and that faith justifies, are 
equivalent expressions : and whoever says the one 
expressly, does implicitly, and as really and truly, 


* Your Letter, p. 1. 2 Homily, Part I. p. 19. 
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say the other. As he who says Titius was killed 
by a sword, or wounded with a pike, in the pas- 
sive sense, does, by evident consequence, say, in 
the active sense, that the sword did kill, and the 
pike did wound him. Willit not signify the same 
thing, if I say, you wrote an erroneous letter, or 
such a letter was written by you? So, he who 
affirms, that we are justified by faith, does im- 
plicitly, and consequentially must, affirm, that 
faith does justify. 

All you say, in answer to such passages in our 
Homilies, which exclude works from our justifi- 
cation before God, is only this, ‘ That they are 
excluded, as to merit; they do not deserve or 
merit justification ;’ but they are conditions, or, 
as some say, causa sine qua non, upon perform- | 
ance whereof we are justified, coram Deo. In 
answer to this, which deserves none, I shall desire 
you to consider, 

1. That you only say this, without any pre- 
tence of proof; and you do prudently, not to 
pretend to that, which you cannot possibly 
perform. For certainly neither Scripture, nor 
Fathers, neither our own, nor any reformed 
Church, afford you any ground to say, as you 
do, ‘ That good works are conditions, upon per- 
formance whereof we are justified, coram Deo.’ 

2. Nay, Scripture, Fathers, the reformed 
Churches, in their public confessions and private 
writings of their divines, our own Church in her 
Articles and Homilies, as may, I hope, appear by 
the premises, expressly say, That, ex parte 
nostra, faith is the only condition required on our 
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part, as our Homily expressly says,! then it is 
evident, that good works are not required as a 
condition to be performed by us, in ordine ad 
justitiam ccram Deo. 

_ 3. If good works be a condition, on perform- 
ance whereof we are justified; then they must 
precede our justification: for you say, That we 
are justified upon doing good works, which are 
the fruits of faith:* and yet our Church says, 
That our good works follow faith and our 
justification. * 

4, If good works be conditio novi federis, then 
it is a covenant of works; for it has its name 
from the condition. For so the old covenant, 
fac hoe et vives, was therefore called fedus 
operum ; because works were the condition to be 
performed on man’s part: and so will the new 
covenant be a covenant of works, if works be 
the condition. It is true, that perfect works and 
obedience were the condition of the old covenant : 
but, as your hypothesis is stated, works and obe- 
dience less than perfect, so it be sincere, will be 
sufficient to justify the doer of them, by the 
tenor of the new covenant. This being granted, 
it alters not the sense. Majus et minus non 
mutant speciem. Let works be perfect, or im- 
perfect, it will be a covenant of works, so long 
as works are the condition of it.4 And further, 


~ 1 St. Paul declareth, that nothing, on the behalf of man, 
is required, concerning his justification, but only a lively 
faith. So says our Homily of Salvation, Part I. p. 14. 
2 In the Postscript of your Letter, p. 3. 
3 Article XII. ~ 4 See Bulkly, of Covenant, p. 331. 
Ke 
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according to your new hypothesis, rightly con- 
sidered, the evangelical and new covenant will 
be a covenant of perfect works, as well as the 
old and legal one. For works are then said to 
be perfect, when they have an exact proportion 
and conformity with that law, which is the rule 
and measure of their perfection. So works, in 
the old covenant, are then perfect, when they 
are conforimable to the natural, or moral law, 
which is the rule and measure of their per- 
fection; and, in the new, when they are con- 
formable to the evangelical law. I demand then, 
are the good works which, you say, do justify us, 
as the condition of the new covenant, conform- 
able to the evangelical law, which requires them, 
or are they not? If not, then they cannot jus- 
tify : for no condition of any covenant, legal or 
evangelical, can justify, unless it be performed 
exactly, according to the law of that covenant 
which requires it. Conditione enim federis non 
prestita, promissum in federe, quicquid demum 
fuerit, non erit debitum. But if they be exactly 
conforinable to the evangelical law, which re- 
quires them, then are they perfect works; and 
then the Gospel covenant will be a covenant, 
not only of works, in respeet of the condition it 
requires to our justification, but of perfect works 
too, which is utterly inconsistent with the nature 
of the new covenant, which is a covenant of 
grace, (Eph. ii. 8, 9.) not of works: which 
further appears, | 

5. From what the Apostle tells us, when he 
expressly proves that Abraham was not justified 
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by works, but by faith. ‘To him that worketh,” 
says he, ‘‘ the reward is reckoned, not of grace, 
but of debt. But to him that worketh not, but 
believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, 
faith is counted for righteousness.” Where, by 
St. Paul’s argument, it is evident, that the evan- 
gelical justification is not a debt due to us, for 
the performance of any works done by us. And 
hence it as evidently follows, that we are not 
justified by our good works, performed as the 
condition of the Gospel covenant. For if good 
works be such a condition of our justification, 
then the performance of them makes the promise 
a debt, ex vi faederis, due to us. For it is unde- 
niably certain, and, for ought I know, denied by 
none, quod conditione fcderis cujuscunque pre- 
stitd, promissum, quodcunque demum fuerit, con- 
ditionem illam prestanti, est, ex vi federis, et de 
jure, debitum. If, then, our good works be such 
a condition of the new covenant, as that by doing 
them we are justified, coram Deo ; then, positd 
et prestitd conditione operum, our justification 
will be a just debt, and, by our fulfilling that 
condition, due to us. So, if Titius promise 
Sempronius £20. for going a mile on some 
business for him, and promise the same sum to 
Cajus for going an hundred miles, on the like 
business ; the £20. will be as much a debt due to 
Sempronius, who goes but one, as to Cajus, who 
goes an hundred miles. The sum of the pre- 
mises is this: let the conditions of a covenant be 
what they will, more or less, great or little, if 
they be performed according to the tenor of that 
K 3 
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covenant, wherein they are required, upon such 
performance, the promise contained in the cove- 
vant becomes a debt, ex justitid et vi faderis, due. 
And therefore, if good works, consisting not in 
an absolutely perfect, but only in a sincere obe- 
dience, be the condition required and sufficient to 
our justification, then it is certain and evident, 
that, upon doing such good works, our justifica- 
tion becomes a just debt, which, er vi federis, we 
may challenge as most due: which, I am per- 
suaded, no saint or servant of God ever did, or 
will, or, without great pride and: pernicious error, 
can. You may possibly now talk of your good 
works, and performing the condition of the cove- 
nant, by those works, and being justified by them : 
but when you shall come, and appear at the 
dreadful tribunal of a most just God—when your 
conscience shall be awake, and set all your sins 
before you in their full number and magnitude, 
you will be, I doubt not, of another opinion ; and 
say with David, who might have pleaded good 
works as much as you, Ne intres, Domine, in 
judicium cum servo tuo. I say, when you shall 
come before that great and just Judge, you will 
reject your own works, and inherent righteous- 
ness, and rely upon the sufferings and satisfaction 
of our blessed Saviour, and the justice purchased 
for us by it; and say, as a late learned and pious 
prelate did, in his last will and testament, ‘ I 
commend my soul to God, beseeching him not 
to look upon it as it is in itself, infinitely pol- 
luted with sin,’ no mention of good works, or 
performance of the condition of the covenant by 
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them, though, had there been any such thing, he 
might justly have pleaded and depended upon it, 
‘ but as it is redeemed and purged with the pre- 
cious blood of Christ: in confidence of whose 
merits alone,’ not of his performance of the 
condition of the covenant by his own works, ‘ it 
is, that I cast myself upon his mercy for the 
pardon of my sins.’! So that pious and very 
learned and judicious person. 

But it may be objected ; that, if this be true, 
Quod conditione federis prestitd promissum erit, 
ex justitid, debitum. ‘Then it will be all one, 
whether faith or works be the condition of the 
new covenant. For if faith be. the condition ; 
then, conditione positd, if I believe, the thing 
promised, or justification, will be a debt as due to 
the believer, as it would be to the works, if works 
were the condition, and by him performed. This 
objection you do not make ; but, because it is 
not victory I seek, but truth and your informa- 
tion, I have both made it, and (Ziv @ed) hope to 
answer it so, that you may receive satisfaction. 

In answer therefore to this objection; I say, 
1. That admitting, what is manifestly untrue, 
that our good works were a condition antecedent 
to our justification, as faith is, yet to conclude. 
from thence, that the performance of either 
condition, faith or works, did equally infer a debt, 
is utterly inconsequent. For 2. In the Apostle’s 
discourse, Rom. iv. 4, &c. grace and works are 


1 PD. Sanderson, late Bishop of Lincoln. See his Life, 
by Isaac Walton, London, 1678, pp. 179, 180. 
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opposed, and he expressly says, that the per- 
formance of works doth infer a debt, but faith, 
though justification infallibly follow it, does not. 
‘© To him that worketh the reward is not reckoned 
of grace, but of debt. But to him that worketh 
not, but believeth on him that justifieth the un- 
godly, faith is counted for righteousness,” Rom. 
iv. 4,5. 3. Nay, though faith justify us; yet 
it is so far from following, by any just conse- 
quence, that justification is a debt; that St. Paul 
concludes the direct contrary; that our justifica- 
tion is of grace, because by faith, ‘‘ Therefore it 
is of faith, that it might be by grace,” Rom. iv. 
16. The reason of this is manifest, for faith 
itself is a grace, purum putum Dei donum, an 
effect of the Holy Spirit. Gal. v. 22. It isa 
grace infused, not acquired by our acts and in- 
dustry, as is acknowledged by Protestants and 
Papists too, (though Socinus, and his followers, 
as they do many other truths, without reason 
deny it,) and they have express scripture for it, 
_ « By grace are ye saved, through faith ; and that 
not of yourselves, it is the gift of God: not of 
works, lest any man should boast,” Eph. ii. 8, 9. 
Our good works are our own, we are the prin- 
cipal efficient cause of them, and they constitute 
our inherent righteousness ; which St. Paul calls 
any éuny dixasoovyyy his own righteousness. His 
own: 1. Ratione subjecti, as the subject in which 
itis: 2. Ratione principii, .as the cause and 
principle from whence it is, which he opposeth to 
the imputed righteousness of Christ; he desires 
to be found in Christ, not having his own 
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righteousness, which is of the law, but that which 
is through the faith of Christ, the righteousness 
which is of God by faith.1 Now if the righteousness 
of works were the condition of the new covenant, 

and performed exactly by us, we might have 
some pretence to boast and glory, though not 
before God, yet, before men, and the promise 
would be, ex justitid, due to us, as a debt, as the 
apostle tells us; I say, if all the good works, 
which are required, as the condition of the new 
covenant, were exactly performed: otherwise, 
if the least part or particle of the condition, be not 
performed, nothing is due but death, which is the 
sad consequent of the non-performance of that 
covenant. For as in temporal and civil contracts, 
if Sempronius covenant with Cajus, that he shall 
have the possession and benefit of such lands, 
if he duly pay him a hundred pounds per annum ;, 
otherwise to forfeit his right and possession ;—in 
this case, if Cajus either cannot, or neglect and 
will not pay that sum at the ‘time appointed; if 
one pound or shilling of the sum be not paid, the 
condition is not performed, and so his right is 
forfeited. So inthe gospel covenant, if the con- 
dition be not exactly performed, nothing is due 
but death. But if the condition be performed, 

the promise will be a debt, and, for such per- 
formance, ex justitia due. On the other side, 
faith being the only condition, on our part re- 
quired of us,’ and that not as the thing for which 


} Phil. iii. 9. vid. Hom. pt. 1. p. 16, 
? Hom, part }. p. 14, 
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we are justified coram Deo, but for the apprehen- 
sion and application of our blessed Saviour’s merits 
and satisfaction, for which only we are justified,’ 
and faith, as the apostle says, ‘‘ not of ourselves, 
but a pure grace and gift of God; it is im- 
possible, that there should be any thing of debt 
in this case; where both the sending of our 
blessed Saviour, and that faith, by which we have 
a right and title to his sufferings and satisfaction, 
are solely from the free grace and gift of God. 
For, as ina less, but like case, if Titius, a generous 
and charitable person, find out a farm ofan hun- 
dred pound per annum, and tell Sempronius, a 
poor man, that it may be purchased with such a 
sum; and withal give that sum to Sempronius, to 
buy that farm ;—certainly, no man can say that 
Titius the benefactor can be indebted in this case 
to Sempronius, for buying that farm; which 
Titius found out, and then gave him the money, 
with which he bought it. And much less, can 
there be any thing of debt, in our case, wherein 
God of his infinite and free mercy, shows us, 
1, That salvation may be had by his Son, John 
lll. 15, 16, &c. 2. That it may be had on con- 
dition of a true and lively faith, Rom. iii. 24, 25. 
3. And then freely gives that faith, Eph. ii. 8, 9. 
I say, it is impossible here, that any thing should 
be of debt, where every thing is of grace and free 
gift. So that in our justification by faith, both 
debt and boasting are evidently shut out, as, by 
the Apostle’s doctrine, they ought ; Rom. ili. 27. 


1! Articles of Religion. ? Article 18. 
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and iv. 2. and 1 Cor. 30, 31. but if justification 
were by works, as you pretend, then there would 
be a manifest ground, contrary to the Apostle, 
for debt and boasting too. 

(6.) But though you call good works a con- 
dition, upon doing of which we are justified ; yet 
others, as Socinus, and some others, who unad- 
visedly follow him, say, that they are only causa 
sine qua non, of our justification, where I observe, 
1. That the old saying, in Jamblicus, is true, 
&y tb aAnbec, modvyses Td Weddoc, truth is one, and 
consonant with itself, but error is not so. For 
these two answers, as they are both manifestly 
erroneous; so they contradict each other. For, 
2. If our good works be, as you say, conditio 
novi federis, upon doing whereof, we are justified, 
then they are moral and real causes of our justifi- 
cation. For, Conditio prestita, est ratio, causa, 
motivum, et illud propter quod promissum in 
federe, est, ex jure, debitum. But if they be only 
causa sine qua non, as they call them, then they 
are only concommitants, and have no causality. 
3. Nor indeed can good works be so much as 
causa sine quanon, of our justification. Because 
it is evident, and confessed by you,! that we may 
be, and are justified without them: being, at 
first, justified by faith alone, before we have, or 
can have, any good works, which are always 
consequents and fruits of faith which follow our 
justification.2 4. And after we are actually jus- 


! Your Letter, page 1. 
2 Heb. xi. Eph. ii. 9, 10. Articles of our Religion 12. 
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tified, how many times do we want good works; 
to be justitie comites, and causa sine qua non ? 
Always when we are fast asleep, and do not so 
much as dream of them; and too many times, 
when we are awake. How many times do we 
actually sin? and for some time continue in it, 
and want all good works ; for certainly, we do no 
good works, while we are actually doing wicked 
ones. 5. Ina word, had you read, understood, 
and remembered our Homilies: you might have 
found many evident reasons, why good werks 
can neither be necessary conditions, or causa sine 
qua non, of our justification: seeing, in the judg- 
ment of our church, a man may, in some cases, 
have justification and salvation too, withoutthem. 
‘I can show youa man,’ they are the words of our 
Homily,! ‘who by faith, without works, lived, and 
came to heaven: but without faith, never any 
man had life.’ Then an instance follows, which 
St. Augustine, and many ancient and modern 
divines since, have made use of to the same pur- 
pose, thus, the thief who was hanged, when our 
blessed Saviour suffered, did believe only, and the 
most merciful God justified him, &c. It is, you 
see, the express judgment of St. Augustine, and 
our Church,* that, in some case, a man may be 
justified by faith only, when there are no good 


} Homily of Good Works. pt. 1. page 32. 

* Augustin. lib. 80. Quest. 76. Tom. 4, page 898. Quod 
si quis cum crediderit mox ex hac vita decesserit, justifi- 
catio fidei manet cum illo, nec precedentibus bonis operibus, 
nec subsequentibus, &c. So St. Augustine, and our 
Church. 
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works at all, antecedent, concomitant, or subse- 
quent, to concur with it any way: and, ergo, 
good works are no necessary condition, or causa 
sine qua non of our justification. 

(7.) But admit, which is evidently untrue, that 
good works were causa sine qua non, of our jus- 
tification: that is, that they were always co- 
existent with it, in every person justified; for to 
the nature of causa sine qua non, co-existency 
only, and no causality is required, yet it is im- 
pertinent to say, in opposition to justification 
only for our blessed Saviour’s merits and satisfac-~ 
tion by faith only, that we are so justified by 
works; nor can such a saying have any sense in 
it. For, 1. Our natural faculties, our will and 
understanding, are properly causa sine qua non . 
of our justification, perpetually and necessarily 
co-existing with our justification, in every person 
who is justified, and yet none ever said, that our 
will and understanding, those natural faculties, 
did any way justify us. 2. Nay, our sensitive 
faculties, as the powers of hearing, seeing, &c. 
and our corporal parts, as our head, heart, 
lungs, stomach, &c. are causa sine qua non without 
which, no man was ever justified: for without 
these, none ever was a man, and therefore to be 
sure no justified man. And yet, as no man ever 
said, that these bodily parts or sensitive faculties 
did justify us; so it were impertinent and irra- 
tional, and ridiculous to say they did. 

(8.) You say further, that some Neotericks 
hold, that our justification consists partly in the 
imputation of Christ’s righteousness, of which 

Ia 
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neither our Homily, nor Scripture say any thing.} 
And here’ I do, and desire you to, consider, 
1. That these things you do indeed confidently 
say, but, as usually, without any pretence of 
proof, and therefore, without any reason, why I, 
or any body. else, should ‘believe you. 2. You 
say, some Neotericks hold, that our justification 
consists partly in the imputation of our blessed 
Saviour’s righteousness. Intimating, that Neo- 
tericks only; and but some of them hold so. 
Whereas had you diligently read and understood, 
as I fear you have not, scripture, the ancient 
fathers, the public confessions of Protestant 
churches, especially our own, in her Articles 
and Homilies, and the approved writings of their 
pious and learned divines ; you might have found 
their concurrent and constant belief of the imputed 
righteousness of our blessed Saviour, concurring 
to our justification. Sure I am that all the 
learned divines, and dutiful sons of the Church 
of England, who have writ of our justification 
coram Deo, before the late unhappy rebellion, at 
least all I have yet met with, such as Bishop 
Jewel, Hooker, Reynolds, Whittaker, Davenant, 
Field, Downham, John White, &c. do constantly 
prove, and vindicate the imputation of our blessed 
Saviour’s righteousness against the contrary 
doctrine of Racovia and Rome, Papists and So- 
cinians. So that in truth, it is only you, and 
some Neotericks, who, since the year 1640, deny 
such imputation, cum veritatis damno, et ecclesia 


1 Your Letter page 3. in the Postscript. 
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scandalo, to the prejudice of truth, and the scan- 
dal of our Church and religion. And though 
you are pleased to say: That neither the Homilies 
of our Church, nor scripture, say any thing of 
such imputation; yet I shall, in short, say a few 
things, which, if impartially considered, may 
possibly convince you of error, in this particular, 
or abate your confidence in asserting it. And 
here consider, 

1. What the 11th Article of our Church says, 
We are accounted righteous before God, only for 
the merits of Christ Jesus, by faith. 1. Here it 
is to be considered, that the word Acy:iZera:, which 
occurs eleven times in one chapter, Rom. iv. is, 
by the latin translators and expositors, rendered 
sometimes by imputure, or reputare, or adjudicare, 
or estimare. And by our church, counted,? ac- 
counted,? or reckoned.? So that in the judg- 
ment of our church, these three words are 
synonymous, and signify the same thing in our 
English idiom, that dAyiZoras in the Greek, or 
imputare, or reputare in the Latin. 2. By the 
merits of Christ Jesus, in the Article, his justice 
is understood; in that by his meritorious death 
and passion, he satisfied by Father’s justice for 
us, and paid the full price of our redemption.* 
3. When our Article says ; That we are accounted 
righteous before God; it is certain, that as God 


1 So our English version, Rom. iv. 3. 5. 
PeArt. 112 3 Reckoned, Rom. iv. 4. 9, 10.. 
4 So our Homily explains it, in the lst pt. of the Sermon 
of Salvation, p. 14. 
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only justifies, Rom. viii. 33; iv. 5. so it is he 
only, who counts, accounts, and reckons us 
righteous, and imputes, Rom. iv. 6. which word 
I omitted a little before, Christ’s righteousness to 
us, by which alone we ean be justified coram Deo. 
4. That the true sense then, and meaning of our 
Article is evidently this, God, who only justifies, 
imputes his Son’s justice or righteousness to us, 
for whom only he performed it, and for it, ac- 
counts or reckons us just before himself at 
his tribunal. -This imputing, or accounting 
our blessed Saviour’s righteousness to believing 
Christians for their justification, is fully expressed 
in our Homily of Salvation, in the conclusion of 
it, thus, So that Christ is now the righteousness 
of all them who truly believe in him. He for 
them paid their ransom, by his death. He for 
them fulfilled the law in his life; so that in and 
by him, every true Christian may be called a 
fulfiller of the law; for as much as what they 
lacked, Christ’s justice hath supplied. By the 
premises, I think it may be manifest, that Christ 
is our righteousness ; and the text expressly says, 
Jer. xxii. 6; 1 Cor. i. 30. that his righteousness 
is ours; and so far ours, that his justice hath 
supplied the want of our righteousness; and we 
are looked upon by our gracious Father, in and 
by Christ Jesus, and for his justice performed 
for us, as if we had perfectly fulfilled the law ; 
and so, by and for his righteousness, we are 
coram Deo, justified. Now it is manifest that 


1 Hom. of Salvation, pt. 1. page 15. 
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this righteousness of our blessed Saviour and 
surety, cannot possibly be ours by infusion; men 
neither are, nor can be the subject of it, and 
therefore it mnst, of necessity, be ours by impu- 
tation only; God accepting it for us, and gra- 
 eiously imputing it to us. 

2. And what our church, and all reformed 
churches, say concerning the imputation of our 
blessed Saviour’s righteousness, they have evident 
ground in scripture for it, and that in both the 
New and Old Testament. This righteousness, 
for of it St. Paul speaks, ‘‘ Being testified by the 
law and the prophets,” Rom. ii. 21. ‘That this, 
which you unadvisedly deny, may further appear, 
I consider, 1. That the righteousness we are 
speaking of, is that which justifies, not coram 
Hominibus, but coram Deo. And 2. This right- 
eousness may be two-fold. 1. Justitia operum, 
a righteousness internal and inherent in the sub- 
ject it justifies ; and is therefore called our own 
righteousness, being the effeet and product of our 
own works; so the holy angels are, and Adam, 
while he stood, was just. 2. Justitia Gratie, 
Rom, iii. 24. et imputata: Rom. iv. 3—5, &e. 
which is external, and not inherentin the subject 
it denominates and constitutes just. So we say,. 
that our blessed Saviour’s righteousness, though 
in him, and external to.us, is imputed to believing 
sinners. And this imputed righteousness, is, in 
scripture, called, 1. Justitia fidei, Rom. iv. 13 ; 
ix. 30, 32; x. 6. because faith is that which 
alone aeekte and makes it ours, Johni. 12; 
Rom, iii. 22, 25. %. It is usually called Justitia 

L 3 
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Dei ; Rom. 1. 173 iti. 22; x. 8; Phil. iii. 9. 
because God sent his Son to die for us, accepts 
his sacrifice of himself, and the satisfaction given 
by it, and imputes it to us, Rom. iv. 6. So that 
by it, he is reconciled to us, does not impute our 
sins to us,! but, for his Son’s sacrifice and satis- 
faction, absolves and justifies us. 3. It is called 
Justitia Christi ; because it was wrought in, and 
by him, but for us. For all his obedience, active 
and passive, which as man, and our mediator, he 
performed, was to free us from sin, and the 
punishment of it. It was for us, and our salva- 
tion, he came? down and died, John iii. 15, 16. 
He was the Lamb of God, John i. 29. 6 disper, qua 
tulit, pertulit, abstulit, who has taken away our 
sins. He was, by his Father’s, 2 Cor. v. 21. and 
his own, Heb. x. 7. will and consent, made a 
sacrifice for our sins ;? and did not only bear our 
sins, i. e. penas peccatis debitas, but he put them 
away, Heb. ix. 28. and abolished them, Heb. ix. 
26. purchased reconciliation, and peace with God, 
Col. i. 20. which was presignified expressly in 
the law, Levit. xvi. 21,.22; 2 Chron. xxix. 24. 
“© So that we have redemption by his blood, even 
the remission of our sins, Col. i. 14. Rom. iii. 
24,25; Eph. 1. 7. That is, by and for our 
blessed Saviour’s satisfaction, we are absolved 
from our sins, and coram Deo justified. Our 


1 2 Cor. v.19. And so our Homily, pt. 2. page 183- 
in the Second Sermon of the Passion. 

? Ita Symbolum Constantinopolitanum. 

$°2 "Cor. v.21. A‘papiia,~ i? e. Tepe akyaeriag, 
Sacrificlum pro peccato, 
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blessed Saviour, as the apostle tells us, ‘‘ hum- 
bled himself and became obedient unto death, 
wherefore God hath highly exalted him,” &c. 
Phil. 1. 8. This obedience of Jesus Christ, so 
highly pleasing to his Father, was that righteous- 
ness, which he performed himself, but for us, as 
our surety and Mediator. He had undertaken to 
pay our debt, by undergoing the punishment due 
to us, and he fully and justly paid it: and this his 
justice, being the justice of our surety, and per- 
formed only for us, became ours, and we, by it, 
justified coram Deo ; it being impossible that our 
just God should condemn, or require of us that 
debt, which our Surety and Saviour had _ fully 
paid. And for the further evidencing the impu- 
tation of our blessed Saviour’s righteousness for 
our justification; it is to be considered, 

3. That he is called our righteousness, Jer. 
xxlii. 6. because his satisfaction given to his 
Father’s justice for our sins, accepted of God, 
and imputed to us, is made our righteousness, by 
which we are justified. Whence it is, that the 
apostle says, ‘‘ We are justified by his blood,” 
Rom. v. 9. not by works, ‘‘and by faith in his 
blood,” Rom. iii. 25. “and through the redemp- 
tion, which is in Jesus Christ,’’ Rom. iit. 24. It 
is not any works, or inherent righteousness in 
us; but his righteousness, by and for which, we 
have remission of our sins, and consequently 
justification. And if you desire to know, how 
this righteousness of our blessed Saviour and 
surety becomes ours? the apostle tells you, it is 

_ God who makes it so. ‘* Of him are ye in Christ, 
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who of God, is made unto us, wisdom, and 
righteousness,” &c. 1 Cor. i. 30. It is certain, 
and, by learned men, confessed ; that those words, 
Ard @c&, must be repeated éx cows, with every 
one of those words Yogia ard Oe8, and dixasooduyy 
& «> @c%, &c. . The righteousness of our blessed 
Saviour was by him, as our surety, performed 
only for us, and by his heavenly Father accepted, 
reckoned, or imputed to us, and is the only cause 
and motive for which he justifies us. 

4, If Titius owe you a thousand pounds upon 
bond, and Sempronius be bound with him for the 
payment of it: suppose Titius be insolvent, 
having nothing, or not near enough, to pay that 
sum, and be laid in prison. If in this case Sem- 
pronius, his surety, pay that whole sum, this 
payment performed by his surety, will and, in 
law and justice, must be imputed to Titius, and 
absolutely free him from that debt and imprison- 
ment: and if he be brought before the judge for 
non-payment of that money, he must, for what 
his surety has done for him, be, coram judice, 
absolved and justified. We are all sinners (the 
case, as to the justice and equity of it, is the 
same), and so become slaves to sin, and in capti- 
vity to Satan; we have contracted a great debt, 
debitum pené eterne, which is impossible for us 
ever to pay. Our blessed Saviour is our surety, * 
and pays our whole debt, and the full price of our 
redemption, 1 Pet. i. 18, 19; which being paid. 


1 Heb. vii. 22. Kpertoves Siabgnys yéeyoyey eyyves 6 
inges. 
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solely and only for us (for our blessed Redeemer 
had no debt of his own to pay, save only as our 
surety), this payment, though performed by ano- 
ther, is imputed to us; so as we have the benefit 
of it, and being free from sin and punishment, 
are, coram Deo, justified. And that you may see 
how inconsiderately you say, that Scripture has 
nothing of our blessed Saviour’s imputed right- 
eousness, I desire you to consider, 

5. That the evangelical prophet Isaiah, speaking 
of our blessed Saviour, hath these words; “‘ He 
(Jesus Christ) hath borne our grief, and carried 
our sorrows; he was wounded for our transgres- 
sions, and bruised for our iniquities, the chastise- 
ment of our peace was upon him, and with his 
stripes we are healed.” And it follows, ‘‘ The 
Lord hath laid upon him the iniquity of us all.” 
Isa. lili, 4—6. And a little after, ‘* For the trans- 
gression of my people was he stricken.” ver. 8. 
Where I shall only observe, what is evidently in 
the text, those four particulars, 

1. That God imputed our sins to his Son. 
«« The Lord laid on him the inquity of us all;” 
and ‘‘ It pleased the Lord to bruise him,” &c. 

2. That they were imputed to him, Non quoad 
culpam, sed penam. He was absolutely innocent; 
it was our iniquities and our transgressions. We 
only were the sinful cause and subject of those 
sins. ‘The sins were only ours, and the punish- 
_ment and suffering for them only his. 

3. And as God imputed our sins to our blessed 
Saviour, quoad penam, so that he suffered the 
punishment due to us for them; so he imputeth 
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our Saviour’s sufferings and satisfaction to us, 
Quoad beneficium et justitiam. So that by and 
for his sufferings and the righteousness of his 
satisfaction, we receive absolution, remission of 
our sins, and justification. For so the text tells 
us; By his stripes we are healed. Our sins are 
wounds and sicknesses of our soul, and his merits, 
applied by a lively faith, the only plaster and 
physic which could cure them. It is not our 
works or any inherent righteousness, which can 
cure and justify us; but it must be a righteousness 
imputed by God. ‘‘ That man is blessed, or jus- 
tified,’ says the apostle, ‘‘ unto whom God im- 
puteth righteousness without works.” Rom. iv. 6. 
And that righteousness which God thus imputes, 
is not, as I said, any inherent righteousness of 
our works; but the righteousness of his Son and 
our blessed Saviour; ‘‘ Whom God hath set forth 
to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to 
declare his righteousness, for the remission of our 
sins.” Rom. iii. 24, 25, 20. It is his imputed 
righteousness, not any works of ours, for which 
we have remission of our sins, or justification 
before God. ‘ Sicut Christo, inobedientize 
nostre sibi a Deo imputatz, supplicium, et pzena ; 
Ita nobis obedientiz Christi nobis imputate, 
Beneficium et justitia cessit.? The apostle ex- 
pressly says the same thing: ‘ God hath made 
him (his Son) to be sin (that is, a sacrifice for 
sin) for us, who knew no sin, that we might be 
made the righteousness of God in him.”? Our 


2 COr, Vv: 21. On which. place Isiodore Clarius, al- 
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sins were imputed to him, by God; that. his 
righteousness, which alone is called the righteous- 
ness of God, might be made ours. Or you may 
take the meaning of this signal place, thus, ‘ Sicut 
inobedientia et injustitia nostra, sunt in nobis 
solum subjective, tanquam in subjecto, et a nobis 
effective, tanquam a principio (homo enim solus 
est peccati sui principium et subjectum), Christoq; 
sponsori nostro solum imputantur ad paenam 
(pzenas enim nobis debitas, solus tulit, et a nobis 
in sternum abstulit), sic obedientia et justitia 
Christi erant in Christo solo subjective, tanquam 
in subjecto, et effective ab eo tanquam a principio ; 
nobis tamen imputantur a Deo ad justitiam.’ 

4, It follows, in that place of Isaiah, thus, ‘‘ By 
his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify 
many, for he shall bear their iniquities.” Isa. liii. 
11. 1. His knowledge (non effective aut subjec- 
tive, cujus Christus est principium et subjectum). 
Not that knowledge inherent in him, of which he 
is the subject and principle; but his knowledge 
oljective, or the knowledge of him, of which he is 
the object, that is, our knowledge of him by a 
lively faith: which our blessed Saviour means, 
where he saith, ‘‘ This is eternal life to know 
thee, and him whom thou hast sent, Jesus Christ.” 
John xvii. 3. 2. My righteous servant. There 
is in our blessed Saviour a two-fold righteousness ; 
(1.) Justitia absoluta, which is his personal righ- 


though a Papist, says thus, Pro nobis filium peccatum 
fecit, id est hostiam pro peccato ; ut nos efficeremur justitia 
Deiineo. Hoc est, ut nos efficeremur justi apud Deum, 
per ipsum Christum. 
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teousness, as the Son of God; whether by an 
eternal or temporal generation: the first, his 
righteousness as God; the second,as man. For, 
as man, he was the Son of God, made under the 
law,t and by the obligation of the natural or 
moral law, bound to fulfil all the righteousness 
required by that law, and that for himself. (2.) 
Justitia Relativa, his righteousness, as he was 
our surety ; and so his righteousness did consist 
in exactly doing and suffering all those things his 
Father required, and he undertook to do and suffer 
for us as our surety. And this is that righteous- 
ness which is imputed to us for our justification, 
coram Deo. 3. When the text says, He shall 
bear our iniquities ; the meaning is, he shall bear 
the punishment due to us for our iniquities. So 
that the prophet, in plain English, says thus; 
‘ My righteous servant, or surety for my people, 
shall by his knowledge, or a lively faith in him, 
justify many ; for he shall bear, and (for them) 
suffer the punishment otherwise due to them for 
their sins.’ Where the sufferings and satisfaction 
of our. blessed Saviour, which, as our surety, he 
perfectly accomplished for us, are by the prophet 
assigned for the only cause and meritorious motive 
of our justification. This granted (as of necessity 
it must), I argue thus, That external righteous- 
ness, for which alone we are justified coram Deo, 
must of necessity be imputed to us; for being 
external, and no way inherent in us, it cannot any 
other way affect us, so that we can have the 


A Luke i, Bo: 
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benefit of it, save only by imputation. But the 
righteousness of our blessed Saviour and Surety 
is an external righteousness, for which alone we 
are justified coram Deo; ergo, it is and must be 
imputed to us, Q. E. D. 

5. Lastly ; Though you confidently say, ‘That 
there is nothing in Scripture to prove that our 
blessed Saviour’s righteousness is imputed to us, 
for our justification ;’! yet had youdiligently read 
and understood that one chapter, and the few 
verses of it here cited in the margin,® you would 
or might have found reason enough to have abated 
your great confidence, and rectified your dan- 
gerous mistake; and, upon second thoughts, I 
hope you will, In this place, the apostle insti- 
tutes a collation between Adam, the type, Rom. 
v. 14. and our blessed Saviour, the antitype, or 
between the first and second Adam, as the apostle 
elsewhere calls them, 1 Cor. xv. 45. &c. By the 
first, we have sin and condemnation; by the se- 
cond, our blessed Saviour, grace and, the gift 
of grace, righteousness and justification. ‘Lhe 
words of the apostle, which, amongst others, 
may deserve your consideration, are these: ‘‘ As 
by one offence (or the offence of one, of Adam), 
judgment came upon all men to condemnation ; 
so by one righteousness (or the righteousness of 
one, of Jesus Christ), the free gift came upon all 
men unto justification of life.’ And then it 


1 In your Letter, p. 3. in the postscript. 
2 Rom.v. 15—19. 
3 Rom. v. ubi donum Gratiez, ver. 15. est Remissio 
peceati, ver. 16. et justitia Christi, ver. 17. 
M 
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follows; ‘‘ As by one man’s disobedience, many 
were made sinners; so by the obedience of one 
shall many be made righteous.” 1 Whence, I 
conceive it evident, that it is not our own works 
or obedience, but the obedience and righteousness 
of our blessed Saviour and Surety, performed, 
only for us (for that innocent Lamb having no 
sins of his own, died only for ours), by which we 
are justified before God. And seeing this righ- 
teousness and obedience is extrinsical to us, our 
blessed Saviour being both the principle and subject 
of it, it can be no way ours, but only by imputa- 
tion. And hence it follows, that we are justified 
before God, by no inherent, but only by our blessed 
Saviour and Surety’ s imputed righteousness, 
QED: 

(19.) Again, when you had said, but without 
any pretence of reason, and manifestly against it, 
only said it, ‘that neither the Scriptures nor 
Homilies say any one thing, for the imputation of 
our blessed Saviour’s righteousness :’ 2 You pro- 
ceed with the same confidence and say, ‘ From 
whence, your Lordship ere this, I suppose, has 
corrected your mistake, when you told us, that 
imputing Christ’s righteousness was eleven times 
used in one chapter, &c. Rom. iv. as Arminius 
himself granted. ‘This I was then bold to deny, 
as well knowing the contrary. The same candour, 


1 Obedience to death, even the death of the cross. Phil. 
ii. 8. which was properly the obedience of Christ, as our 
Surety and Mediator, ola not for himself, but only 
for us. 

2 In the postcript of your Letter. 
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so you go on, may at once pardon my boldness, 
and rectify your own error. It is not, say you, 
imputing Christ’s righteousness, but imputing 
righteousness, that is there mentioned, which is 
the same that pardon, and justification, and this 
for the sake of Christ’s righteousness.’ These 
are your words. 

Though what you here say, neither deserves, 
nor needs any answer, containing nothing, but 
your own unadvised and extravagant sayings, 
without any pretence of proof, or reason to con- 
firm them: yet for your sake, and better infor- 
mation, though you give no reason for what you 
say, I shall endeavour to give you some, and I 
hope just reason, why you should not say it. And 
here, 

(1.) You condemn what I said as erroneous, 
for no other reason, in this your Letter, save only 
because you say the contrary: which is very far 
from logic or good consequence. For certainly 
my affirmation is no more false, because you deny 
it, than any affirmation of your’s is untrue, if I 
deny it. 

(2.) You say that I mistook, when I told you, 
that imputing Christ’s righteousness, was eleven 
times used in one chapter, Rom. iv. This, you 
say, you were bold to deny, as well knowing the 
contrary. But 1. Your memory fails you, and 
you, not willingly, I suppose, mistake my words, 
as formerly you have done; I said not, as you say 
I did, that the imputation of Christ’s righteousness 
was eleven times used in that chapter; but that: 
the word Avyifouar, which signifies to impute, was 

M 2 
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by St. Paul, in that chapter, and in the matter of 
justification, used eleven times. And this is 
evident, at least may be so, to any one whe will 
read that chapter, and can telleleven. For there 
we have minds AoyiSera:, (Rom.iv. 4.) and dicasocdyy 
Auylferas, (Ver. 6. 11.) and duactia & doylenras 
(Ver.8.) and wicic Aoyifera:, (Ver. 5, 5—10, 22— 
24.) occurs seven times in that chapter. 2. But you 
say you were bold to deny this, (you do indeed boldly 
deny our blessed Saviour’s imputed righteousness, ) 
as well knowing the contrary. Here, 1. For your 
knowledge you mention, ‘That you well know 
the contrary ;’ pardon my infidelity if I believe 
you not. For though your knowledge, in your 
Own opinion, may be great, yet it is impossible 
you should know that to be true, that our blessed 
Saviour’s righteousness is not imputed to us, in 
our justification, which contradicts express Serip- 
ture, and the sense of our own, and all reformed 
churches: as, by what already is and shall anon 
be said, will I hope appear. 2. That you boldly 
deny it, I must confess, and am for your sake 
sorry for it: and so should you too, did you con- 
sider how little reason you have for such bold- 
ness, or denial, Nay what danger your soul and 
salvation is in, by this your bold denial of our 
blessed Saviour’s imputed righteousness. For if 
your mother the Church of England may be 
believed, he who denies this, is not to be ac- 


1 Hom. of Salvation, Pt. I]. py 16, 17. confer. Tbid. p. 14. 
That we are justified by the justice, that is, by the satisfac- 
tion of Christ, given to God by the sacrifice of his body and 
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counted a Christian man, nor for a setter forth of 
Christ’s glory: but for an adversary to Christ and 
his Gospel. ‘These are the words of our church, 
in her Homily, which it seems either you have 
not read, or not understood, or forgot. For I 
am unwilling to think, that you would knowingly 
contradict the doctrine approved by our church, 
and by you subscribed. But enough of this; for 
I hope the reasons above given, and some which 
follow, which to me are cogent, may be to you 
significant ; to prove the imputation of our blessed 
Saviour’s righteousness, and the necessity of it, 
for the justification of any sinner, coram Deo. 
(3.) But you say, ‘That I may pardon your 
boldness, and rectify my own error, in saying 
that Christ’s righteousness is imputed tous. For 
say you, it is not imputing of Christ’s righteous- 
ness, which St. Paul speaks of Rom. iv. but 
imputing righteousness, which, say you, is the 
same with pardon or justification, and this for the 
sake of Christ’s righteousness. Here, 1. I do 
pardon your boldness, though it be, without any 
reason or ground, exceeding great. 2. For cor- 
recting my error, of which you accuse me, when 
you shall by any just reason make it appear that 
I have erred, and discover the truth to me, which 
as you misconceive, I have denied, for you do 
not so much as pretend to any reason for what 
you say in your Letter, I shall God willing cheer- 


blood, &c. Now it is certain, this justice can be no way 
ours, being extrinsical to us, save by imputation only, as it 
was, by our blessed Saviour and surety, performed only 
for us. 
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fully retract that error, and be very thankful to 
you for the discovery ; but because I well know, 
that such discovery is impossible, I shall no more 
expect it from you, than that which no man can 
rationally expect, impossibilities. 3. You are 
the first man that ever I yet met with, who 
affirmed that remission of sins or justification is 
the righteousness which St. Paul in this chapter 
says God imputes. Sure I am these propositions 
(pardon of sin is the righteousness God imputes, 
or justification is that righteousness) never occur 
in Scripture, either in express terms, or words 
equivalent; nor have I ever seen any expositor of 
St. Paul, ancient or modern, Greek or Latin, or 
any divine beside yourself, who has put such an 
interpretation and gloss upon the apostle’s words. 
4. Nor indeed is your novel gloss capable of any 
goud sense. For you say, 1. That justification 
and the righteousness God imputes to us are the 
same thing. 2. Yousay, and endeavour to prove, 
that justification is the act of God, and then the 
meaning of your gloss must be this: the act of 
God our Judge justifying us, must be the justice 
or righteousness imputed to us, for which he does 
justify and repute us righteous. Whereas the 
act of God justifying us necessarily presupposes 
that imputed righteousness for which he does 
justify us. 5. Faith is neither pardon of sins nor 
justification ; and yet the apostle in this chapter 
says no less than seven or eight times,! that faith 
is imputed for righteousness. And ergo the 


U Rom, lv. 3, Dy 0: 10, 22, 23> 24. 
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righteousness which Paul says is imputed, is not, 
cannot be the same with pardon or justification. 
6. The pardon of our sins is not, as you fancy, 
with great errer and confidence, the righteous- 
ness which St. Paul says is imputed ; but the 
righteousness of our blessed Saviour and Surety, 
which is the only cause, and meritorious motive, 
for which we have pardon; ‘‘ God hath set forth 
his Son, to be a propitiation, through faith, in his 
blood, to declare his righteousness, for the remission 
of sins.” Rom. iii. 25. The righteousness which St. 
Paul says is imputed, is not, as you mistake, the 
same with pardon of sin; but it is, as the text 
expressly assures us, the cause of such pardon, 
and so quite another thing. It is, saith the text, 
his righteousness for the remission of our sins. 
The righteousness of our blessed Saviour’s suffer- 
ings and satisfaction, was therefore imputed, that 
for it our sins might be remitted. It is only his 
righteousness imputed, for which our sins are 
pardoned, and not imputed.’ And this truth, if 
that be possible, is more fully expressed by the 
same Apostle elsewhere, “‘In whom (in Jesus 
Christ) we have redemption, through his blood, 
even the forgiveness of our sins.”” Col. 1.14. The 
pardon of our sins is not the righteousness im- 
puted St. Paul speaks of, but the righteousness 
of his redemption performed for us, and by his 
Father accepted for, and imputed to us. And to 
the same purpose a little after, ‘‘ And having 


12Uor. v. 19. ‘* God was in Christ, reconciling the 
world, not imputing their trespasses.”’ 
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made peace through the blood of his cross, and 
reconciled us in the body of his flesh through 
death, to present us holy, unblamable, and un- 
reprovable in his sight.” Col.i.20—22. Hence 
IT argue thus, that righteousness by which our 
peace and reconciliation with God is made, and 
we presented holy, and unblamable in his sight. 
I say, that is the righteousness which St. Paul 
says is imputed to us, and for which we are justi- 
fied. But the righteousness of our blessed 
Saviour’s death and passion only does this; ergo, 
it only is that imputed righteousness which does 
justify coram Deo in his sight, Q. E. D. 

4, And hence you may see how inconsiderately 
you write, when you say, ‘ That it is not Christ’s 
righteousness, which the Apostle says is imputed, 
but righteousness.’ That is, as you say, pardon 
of our sins; and yet, in the very next words you 
say, ‘ That our sins are pardoned, for the sake of 
Christ’s righteousness.” Where you evidently 
contradict yourself, and confirm the truth of what 
I have said, and you in the very next preceding 
words denied, that it is Christ’s righteousness, for 
which, or for the sake of which, as. you express 
it, our sins are pardoned: and therefore, it is 
Christ’s righteousness, which is imputed. For 
certainly that external righteousness for which, or 
the sake of which, our sins are pardoned, cannot 
any other way procure such pardon, save only by 
imputation; God accepting his Son’s and our 
surety’s satisfaction for us, so as by it imputed, 
we have pardon of our sins. Nor do you only 
contradict your self, but the approved and re- 
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ceived doctrine of the Church of England. Which 
in our Liturgy, speaking of receiving the sacred 
elements in the Eucharist, tells you, and all her 
sons, That we are to receive them in remem- 
brance of his meritorious cross and passion, 
whereby alone we obtain remission of our sins, 4 
&e. You say, ‘ Christ’s righteousness is not im- 
puted for pardon of our sins, or justification, 
which you say consists only in remission of our 
sins.” And the Church of England says, That we 
have remission of our sins only for the merito- 
rious passion of our blessed Saviour. : And there- 
fore the righteousness of that passion, and the 
satisfaction given by it to his Father’s justice for 
our sins, being external to us, and performed by 
our surety only for us, must be imputed to us. It 
being impossible, that we should have remission 
of sins by it, unless it were so imputed to us, as 
to procure that benefit, the remission of our sins, 
forus. And because you are so zealous for your 
good works, and against our blessed Saviour’s 
righteousness, in the business of our justification ; 
it may possibly be worth your consideration, 
what I shall here add. 

5. That the Apostle in many of his epistles, 
especially in that to the Romans, (Rom. iii. 4—6, 
&c.) does fully treat of our justification before 
God; (Rom. iii. 20.) and expressly tells us of 
imputed righteousness without works; (Rom. iv. 


1 Tn the Office for the Communion, and in the Exhorta- 
tion immediately following the Prayer for the whole state 
of Christ’s Church. . 
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6.) and that the righteousness of faith, (Rom. 
iv. 13.) and that faith is imputed for righteous- 
ness. (Rom. iv. 3,5.) But neither here, nor 
any where else, when the justification of a sinner 
(évémioy +& Océ’) in the sight of God is handled, 
has he one syllable of inherent righteousness, or 
the righteousness of works, or that our works 
are imputed for righteousness. But aay révaytioy, 
even the best works of best men, totally se- 
cluded from justification before God. So that 
Abraham, the father of the faithful, (Rom. iv. 
2, 3.) and David, a man after God’s own heart, 
(Rom. iv. 6,7.) were not justified before God by 
any works, or inherent righteousness. So St. 
Paul himself, when he should appear at God’s 
tribunal, desires to be found in Christ, not having 
his own righteousness, which is of the law, (not 
his inherent righteousness of works,) but that 
which is through the faith of Christ; the right- 
eousness which is of God by faith. (Phil. ili. 9.) 
That is, the imputed righteousness of Christ, 
given by God, and received by faith. And else- 
where, and, if that be possible, more expressly to 
our purpose, in his epistle to Titus; After the 
kindness and love of God our Saviour towards 
man appeared, not by works of righteousness 
which we have done, but according to his mercy 
he saved us, &c. (Tit. ii.4—6.) It was not any 
works, not their works of righteousness, nor their 
most righteous works, which did, or could justify 
Paul or Titus: (Tit. ili. 7.) it was the merey and 
merits of Christ, his sufferings and satisfaction for 
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their sins, accepted and imputed by God, and 
received by faith, which they relied upon for 
justification. 

I know what little shifts some have made use 
of to evade these places, and the force of the 
reason drawn from them; who would persuade 
us, that the righteousness of the law, in which 
St. Paul desires not to be found, is to be meant 
either, 1. Of the Mosaical law, ceremonial or 
judicial ; or, 2. Of the righteousness of the moral 
law, performed by his own strength before his 
conversion; 3. But not of his obedience to the 
moral law by the help of grace after his con- 
version. Seeing it is improbable he should ac- 
~ count his evangelical sincere obedience loss and 
dung, and desire not to be found in it; seeing 
without such obedience and holiness, no man 
shall see the Lord. (Heb. xii. 14.) 

To this objection, take a short, yet, I hope, a 
sufficient answer. ‘The Apostle, in the former 
part of this chapter, (Phil. iii. 1 to 15, exclusive,) 
gives an account of his joy and confidence, and 
that righteousness he relied on as the ground of 
it, which was not in the privileges he had as a 
Jew, (Ver. 4—6, &c.) though they were great, 
(Rom. iii. 1, 2.) as he was an Hebrew of Hebrews, 
and a Pharisee. 2. Nor was it his obedience to 
the Jewish law, though that was considerable : 
for he saith, that as touching the law, he was 
blameless ; (Phil. iii. 6.) dpeurres, Sine quereld 
coram hominibus, non sine culpa coram Dev. All 
these he rejects as loss and dung, (Ver. 7, 8.) 
and renounceth his own righteousness, (Ver. 9.) 
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which is of the law, and relies solely on that 
righteousness which is of God by faith. Now 
the query is, what law he means, when he rejects 
his own righteousness, which is of the law P and 
that he does not mean the Mosaical, or ceremonial 
law only, seems manifest. 

1, Because the law never was the rule and 
measure of the righteousness, by which men were 
to be judged, and receive the sentence of justifi- 
cation or condemnation: but, as St. James tells 
us, it is lex libertatis, lex regia, the moral law, 
which is the rule and measure of righteousness, 
by which we, both Jews and Gentiles, must be 
judged, justified, or condemned. For, 1. As it 
is impossible there should be any sin, which is 
not a transgression of the moral law, either im- 
mediately, or mediante lege positiva: (for the 
breach of any positive law of God, or any just 
law, or command of man, is evidently a trans- 
gression of the law of nature, which requires 
obedience to such laws and commands :) so, 2. It 
is impossible there should be any obedience to any 
just law, which is not also an observation of the 
moral law, which enjoins and requires such obe- 
dience. Hence it is, that this moral law is the 
only adequate rule and measure of all human 
actions ; of their rectitude and moral obliquity ; 
according to which we must be judged at God’s 
tribunal], and receive the sentence of justification, 
or condemnation. | 

2. When St. Paul wrote this epistle to the 
Philippians, as likewise that to Titus, he neither 
had, nor could have, any righteousness of his 
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own, which was of, or by the Mosaical or cere- 
monial law; because there was no such law in 
the world then, when he wrote, to be righteous 
by; that whole law being abrogated and abolished 
at the death of our blessed Saviour, twenty or 
thirty years before. I am absent from my books, 
and cannot tell you the precise number of the 
years, but sure I am, that he wrote this epistle 
to the Philippians, and that to Titus too,! above 
twenty years after our blessed Saviour’s death ; 
and so; long enough after the abrogation of the 
Mosaical law. And ergo, when he rejects his 
own righteousness, which is of the law, the moral 
law he must mean, there being no other law then, 
the Mosaical being abolished, in relation to which 
he could be righteous. 

3. And this is more evident from that place 
of Titus, before cited, where he says, 1. in the 
affirmative, that we are justified by the grace 
of Christ :? 2. in the negative, it is not our good 
works, by which we are justified, for so he ex- 
pressly says, Not by works of righteousness, 
which we have done. (Tit. iii. 5.) He rejects all, 
even the righteous works, of ‘Titus and his own. 
Now, to say no more of the law, to which St. 
Paul’s righteousness did relate, it is evident that 
Titus’ righteousness, here rejected from his jus- 


1 He wrote both those Epistles from Rome, as is certain, 
and he came not thither till the year 58, which was at least 
twenty-three years after our blessed Saviour’s death, and 
the abrogation of the Mosaical law. 

2 Tit. ii, 14.. Christ by his death redeemed us from all 
iniquity. . 

N 
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tification, neither did, nor possibly could relate to 
any, save the moral law. The reason is, because | 
Titus was no Jew, nec Gente, nec religione, neither 
by birth, nor as a proselyte, but an uncircumcised 
Gentile : (Gal. iii. 2.) and therefore never was 
under the Mosaical law, nor owed any obedience 
to it. And therefore the works of righteousness 
which he had done, and St. Paul rejects from his 
justification, must of necessity relate only to the 
moral law. Whence it evidently follows; that 
the works of righteousness, even the best works 
of Paul and Titus, two eminent saints and ser- 
vants of Christ, are excluded by the Apostle from 
having any hand in their justification. It was 
only the righteousness of Christ by faith they 
relied on for justification, coram Deo. And 
therefore, if you dare, as it seems you do, though 
they durst not, rely upon your own good works 
for justification in God’s sight; unless your piety 
be larger than theirs, as I fear, and I believe 
your modesty will confess, it is not, your con- 
fidence, and imprudence too, is very great. 

4. So then, I think it manifest, that when 
St. Paul rejects his own righteousness, which is 
of the law, he means the moral law. And then, 
if we consider Paul before his conversion, it is 
evident he had no inherent righteousness of his 
own, in relation to any law, Mosaical, or moral, 
being a violent and impious persecutor of Jesus 
Christ, (Acts ix. 4,5.) and his church. (Phil. iii. 6.) 
And indeed he himself has told us, that no man, 
before his conversion, and, a lively faith, either 
has, or can have any good works, or works of 
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righteousness, as he calls them, nor can. do any 
works pleasing to God.! And therefore, when 
St. Paul says, he desires to be found in Christ, 
not having his own righteousness, which is of the 
law; to say, as some do, that he means his 
righteousness acquired by his natural abilities 
before his conversion, is evidently irrational : 
seeing St. Paul well knew, and has taught the 
world that truth, that he neither had, nor, before 
his conversion, could have so much as one good 
work, much less a righteousness in relation to the 
moral law. 

5. After his conversion, he had indeed an 
Inherent righteousness of his own, arising from 
his good works, the fruits of faith, or a right- 
eousness of sanctification ; an imperfect righteous- 
ness, (Phil. iii. 12—14.) mixed with sinful fail- 
ings and infirmities, even in St. Paul himself; as 
he sadly complains. (Rom. vii. 14,15, &c.) For 
though Socinus, and some who unadvisedly follow 
him, think otherwise, and would have him, by a 
prosopopeia, speak of some other person, not 
himself; yet St. Augustine,? and the Fathers 
before him, the Church of England,? Hooker,* 


1 Heb. xi. 6. So our Article XI. We can do nothing, 
says our Church, pleasing to God before grace, &c. 

' 2 Augustine, contra Julianum, lib. 6. cap. 11. where he 
expounds Rom. vii. 14, 15, &c. of St. Paul: himself; and 
then adds, sic intellexit Hilarius, Gregorius, Ambrosius, 
et cateri ecclesie@ noti sanctique doctores, &c. 

3 In the Second Part of the Homily of Alms, Deeds, 

Homiliarum, Part Il. p. 162. 

4 Hooker, in his Tract of Justification, §. 8. 
N, 2 
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and, till of late, all her learned sons; many 
Jearned papists say, and firmly prove, that: 
St. Paul in that place speaks of himself, and not, 
by a prosopopeia, of any other person.1 And the 
(aforementioned) righteousness of sanctification 
which St. Paul had, for other he had none, is 
that inherent righteousness which he calls his 
own :? and though it was an effect of grace and 
the Spirit of God, required by the Gospel, and 
necessary to salvation, and such a righteousness 
as he would not have wanted for all the world; 
yet he did not confide in it, nor rely upon it for 
his justification, coram Deo; but only on the 
righteousness of God, through faith in Christ, 
which, to be sure, was not any righteousness of 
his own works. 

(6.) And when. it is objected; that St. Paul 
would not, nor truly could, call that his own 
inherent righteousness, or evangelical obedience, 
Cywlay Kat oxvBara, loss and dung: The answer 
is easy, and evident, for, 1. That his own righ- 
teousness, of which he speaks, considered abso- 
lutely, and in itself, neither truly could, nor was, 


1 Bellarmin. de Justificat. lib. 4. cap. 14. Estius in 
Rom. vii. 14. where he fully proves, and vindicates the 
opinion, that St. Paul spoke of himself. 

2 What he here calls tTyy e“yy his own, Rom. x. 3. he 
calls ty idsay OiKatocudyyy. . By both which phrases, 
righteousness of works, or inherent righteousness is meant, 
which is our proper righteousness. 1. Ratione prineipii, 
it is wrought by us. 2. Ratione subjecti, it is in us, 
Whereas that righteousness he relied upon, was Justitia 
Dei et Christi, per fidem ; An external imputed right- 
eousness. : 
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by him, so called: But, 2. As the Greek scholiasts 
observe, and it is evident by the text, he counts 
those things he speaks of, loss and dung, cata 
cbyxpioiv, and comparatively ; in relation and 
comparison with our blessed Savionr and his 
righteousness, ‘‘ What things (said he) were 
gain to me, I counted loss for Christ, and for the 
excellency of the knowledge of Christ,” &c. Phil. 
iii. 7, 8. Though the things he speaks of, were 
in themselves good, and gain to him, as he con- 
fesseth, yet compared with the excellency of 
Jesus Christ, and his righteousness, he accounted 
them, Cyuiay xai cxibBara as loss, and vile things 
to be cast to dogs. And that you may see, it is 
usual in scripture, to undervalue things in them- 
selves excellent, in relation to, and in comparison 
with things more excellent, the same apostle, 
elsewhere, speaking of the ministration of the 
law and the gospel, saith, that they were both 
(ev d0£y) glorious, 2 Cor. ili. 10. considered ab- 
solutely and in themselves, yet he adds, consider- 
ing them xat& ovyxgew, and comparatively, that 
even that which was made glorious had no glory, 
in this respect, by reason of the glory which 
excelleth. Glorious it was in itself, and con- 
sidered so; but, in comparison with the gospel, 
he says, it had no glory. So elsewhere he calls 
the Mosaical laws, though sacred and divine 
institutions, dcSev{ cat cloxd, weak and beggarly 
elements, Gal. iv. 9. if compared with the gospel. 
And, on the same account, Isaiah confessing his 
own, and his people’s sins, says, ‘ All our 
righteousnesses are as filthy rags,” Isaiah xlvi. 6. 
N 3 
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So he calls even his own inherent righteousness, 
if compared with the absolute and _ perfect 
righteousness of Christ, by which all his saints 
are justified. For this righteousness of our 
blessed Saviour imputed to his saints is, in scrip- 
ture, called a complete and entire linen garment, 
white and clean, Rev. xix. 8. which they have 
of Christ, to cover their nakedness, Rev. iii. 18; 
and vi. 11. it is not an inherent, but an imputed 
and external righteousness, which, as a robe or 
garment, covers their sins, and moral nakedness, 
Rom. iv. 7. And this linen robe or garment, is 
made white and clean, by the blood of the Lamb, 
Christ Jesus, Rev. i. 5; vii. 14. So that if we 
compare that perfect righteousness of Christ 
imputed to us with our own inherent righteous- 
ness; the comparison may stand thus.t Our 
blessed Saviour’s imputed righteousness is an 
entire robe, or linen garment, as the apostle calls 
it, white and clean, which covers all our sins, and 
moral nakedness : but our own inherent righteous- 
ness, is but rags, or broken fragments, as it were, 
and. little pieces of righteousness, and no entire 


1 When St. John says, imputed righteousness, is a linen 
robe, white and clean; and Isaiah says, our inherent 
‘righteousness, is filthy rags, the analogy and difference be- 
tween them appears thus :— 

1. Imputed righteousness is an an entire robe; inherent, 
rags only. 

2. Imputed righteousness is perfectly white and clean ; 
‘but our inherent righteousness, or rags, are filthy. Either 
(1.) Inrespect of their defects, which stains them. (2.) 
Or, at least, comparatively, in relation to the more 
excellent righteousness of Christ. 
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robe; for our many intervening sins divide and 
rend it into rags. 1. And those rags too, are not 
perfectly white, and clean; for if’God should 
examine them, xa/’ dxgiberay, according to the 
exact severity of the moral law, they would be 
found defective,t at least, in degree, and unable 
to abide the trial, so as to justify us coram Deo. 
2. But although this be an approved, an evident, 
and sufficient answer to this objection; yet the 
text affords us another: for when he says, ‘I 
count all things but loss for Christ, for whom 
I have suffered the loss of all things, and do 
count them but dung,” &c. By those words, no 
more can rationally be meant, than this, that he 
counted all those things but dung, the loss of 
which he had suffered, or which he had lost for 
Christ: which can relate only to the things he 
had before mentioned, verse 4—7. and not to his 
own evangelical righteousness, which follows, 
verse 9. for that he neither had, nor, without sin, 
could lose. Or thus, [ have suffered the loss of 
all things, and do count them, i.e. all those 
things I have lost for Christ, amongst which his 
own evangelical righteousness could not be 
reckoned, and do count them but dung, that I 


1 See Hooker in his Treatise of Justification, at the end 
of his Eccles. Policy. I have not the book here, and so 
cannot cite the sentence, but there he says, ‘ That no one 
action of any man, our blessed Saviour excepted, since the 
fall of Adam, if it were examined according to the exact 
severity and rigor of the moral Jaw, would be found (with- 
out any defect) absolutely perfect.’ This he says, in these, 
or words to the same purpose. 
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may win Christ, and be found in him, not having 
my own inherent righteousness. His meaning is 
not, that he desired to want or lose it, for he 
could not possibly be in him (in Christ) without 
it, but he desired not to have it, to that end and 
purpose, to trust in it, and rely upon it, for his 
justification before God, but that which is through 
the faith of Christ, the righteousness which is 
of God by faith. ‘This is that righteousness, on 
which he only relied, and desired to be found in 
Christ, whose it was, and from whom alone he 
could have it. In short: it was the righteous- 
ness, 1. Of our blessed Saviour: suffering and 
satisfying for our sins, Rom. iii. 24, 25. 2. The 
righteousness of God, Rom. xxi. 22; x. 3; 1.17. 
accepting it for us, and imputing it to us, Rom. 
iv. 6. 3. And the righteousness of faith, Rom. 
iv. 13. receiving and only applying it, so that it 
becomes ours, and we come to have the benefit 
of it.2 It is one, and the very same righteous- 
ness, which usually, in scripture, has all these 
appellations. 1. Justitia Christi, qui legem pro 
nobis solus prestitit, et a maledictione solus (Isaiah 
Ixiii. 3.) redemit. (Gal. ii. 13.) 2. Justititia 
Dei, qui obedientiam filii, loco et vice nostra 
prestitam, acceptat, et nobis imputat. 3. Jus- 
titia fidei, quia fides sola applicat. Rom. iv. 13; 
ix. 30, | 

20. Again, when here in your letter, in the 


1 He was our righteousness, Jer. xxiii. 6. 1 Cor. i. 30. 
2 Righteousness to be sought by faith, by which only 
we can have the benefit of it. Jer. iii. 6. Rom. ix.31, 332. 
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postscript of it, you do confidently deny our 
blessed Saviour’s righteousness to be imputed to 
us; you contradict “yourself, and a great truth, 
which you had before acknowledged. For you 
truly said before, in the first page of your letter, 
what you have forgot, or not considered in the 
end of it, ‘That our blessed Saviour’s blood, his 
satisfaction, and righteousness (they are your own 
words) are the only meritorious cause of our 
justification.” Now he who says this, and yet 
denies the imputation of Christ’s righteousness, 
as you do, does evidently contradict himself. 
For the righteousness of our Saviour’s satisfac- 
tion, neither is, nor can be ours, or the meritorious 
cause of our justification, any other way, save 
only by imputation: And ergo, whoever grant 
Christ’s righteousness and satisfaction for us; do, 
with the same breath, grant the imputation of it 
to us. And whoever denies such imputation, 
does, by undeniable consequence, deny such 
satisfaction. That this may further appear, con- 
sider with me, 

(1.) That the law of nature, or the moral law, 
obliges us, 1. And immediately, ad obedientiam. 
2. Andthen, sin pre-supposed, ad penam. So 
that by the obligation of this law, we, and all 
men, are involved in a double debt. 1. Debitum 
obedientia perfecte ac perpetue, for this natural, 
or moral law, and the obligation of it, is eternal 
and immutable, and binds as well since, as before 
the fall. This debt Adam did not, and since his 
fall, none could pay. For the whole world being 
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guilty before God, Rom. iii. 19. an impossibility 
came upon us to pay this debt. 2. Debitum 
pene, for, sin pre-supposed, punishment became 
our debt, which God our just Judge might re- 
quire of us: and this such a debt, as we might 
lie under for ever, but could never fully satisfy 
and pay. 

(2.) Our blessed Saviour, as our Mediator, Heb. 
ix. 15. 1Johnii. 1,2. and Surety, Heb. vii. 22. 
undertook for us, to pay this debt, made himself 
a sacrifice for our sins, Heb. ix. 14. and his 
Father, he having willingly undertaken it, Heb. 
x. 17. exacted this debt of him, ‘‘ Laid upon 
him the iniquities of us all, wounded, and bruised 
him for our sins,” Isaiah hii. 5, 6. 8. And our 
blessed Saviour by this his meritorious sacrifice 
of himself, Heb. ix. 14. satisfied his father’s jus- 
tice for us, and, by, and for that satisfaction, 
justified us, Isaiahliii. 11. ‘‘ God was in Christ,” 
says the Apostle, 2 Cor. v. 19. ‘* reconciling the 
world to himself, not imputing their trespasses,” 
&e. Foras to impute s%, Levit. xvii. 1. is to 
condemn and punish; so, not to impute, Rom. 
iv. 8. is to absolve and justify. 

(3.) Now this meritorious suffering of Christ, 
undergone for us, in obedience to his Father’s 
will, Phil. ii. 8. Heb. v. 8. is called, and indeed 
is, his justice and righteousness; as, according 
to the church of England,? you truly acknow- 
ledge.? I say, his justice, 1. Not the justice of 

1 Homily of Salvation, pt. i. p. 14. 

2 In your letter, p. 1. 
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the deity, that was not capable of any, especially 
passive obedience. 9%. Nor the justice of his hu- 
manity, or of Christ, as man, absolutely. con- 
sidered ; for, as such, being perfectly innocent, 
no law did, nor could require passive and penal 
obedience in him. 3. But it was the righteous- 
ness of our blessed Saviour, as our surety and 
Mediator. For although as man, and a rational 
creature, he was under the law, quoad obedientiam 
activam, and the obligation to perform it, indis- 
pensable and necessary; yet, quoad obedientium 
passivam, his being under the law was not neces- 
sary, but purely voluntary. He humbled him- 
self, Phil. ii. 8. and willingly laid down his life 
for his sheep, John x. 17, 18. took their debt 
upon him, and fully paid it with his precious 
blood.t So that by the premises, I believe it 
may appear, that the sufferings and satisfaction 
of our blessed Saviour was the righteousness of 
our Mediator and surety, performed by him, but 
for us and our redemption and justification. 

4, And as it was performed for him by us, so 
it was by his Father imputed to us; so that we 
had the benefit of it. ‘‘ He was wounded and 
bruised,” &c. Isa. lili. 5. And ‘‘ we were healed 
and justified” by it. Isa. v. 11. ‘* We were re- 
conciled to God by his death,” Rom. v. 10, and 
“justified by his blood.” Rom. v. 9. &c. 

The premises impartially considered, I hope 
you will, and [ am sure you may, see some reason 
to believe, that he who grants, as you do, the 


1 1 Cor. vi. 20. We are bought with a price, and that 
price the blood of our blessed Saviour, 1 Peter i. 18, 19. 
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righteousness of our blessed Saviour’s satisfaction 
by him, as our Surety, performed for us; must, 
by undeniable consequence, grant, unless he will 
contradict himself, as you do in denying it, the 
imputation of it to us for our justification coram 
Deo. Q.E. D.1 

But enough of this; indeed more; had you not 
been an instance to the contrary, than I could ever 
have thought needful, to persuade a son and divine 
of the Church of England to believe that doctrine 
which he had solemnly subscribed. However, 
though my businesses have been many, and my 
infirmities more, having for many weeks been 
confined to physic and my chamber, yet out of” 


1 Once more. That the gospel-righteousness is not in- 
ternal and inherent, but external and imputed, appears by 
the expressions of it in Scripture. 1. It is a wedding- 
garment (Matt. xxii. 12.) 2, A robe or white raiment 
(Rev. xix. 8.) 3. And this we must have of Christ, to 
cover our sin, or moral nakedness (Rev. iii. 18.) 4. And 
this garment, which is, as St. John says, white and clean, 
has its purity from our blessed Saviour’s blood (Rev. vii. 
14. i.5.) The saints had washed their robes, and made 
them white in the blood of the Lamb. 5. And they whose 
robes are not thus washed, who have not this imputed 
righteousness, have no part in Christ (John xii. 8.) Their 
good works will not do it. 6. Hence we are said to put on 
Christ; that is, the robe of his righteousness. Which 
judicious Hooker expresses thus: Faith is the only hand 
which putteth on Christ unto justification, and Christ the 
only garment, which, being put on, hides the imperfection 
of our works, and makes us blameless in the sight of God, 
&e. Hooker, in his Treatise of Justification, Sect. 31. At 
the end of his Eccles. Policy, p. 258: Edit. London, 1662. 
He knew no justification by works then, nor, pretend what 
you will, do you now. 
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love to truth, and charity to you, and in discharge 
of that duty, which by my place and calling Lowe - 
to all my brethren, to endeavour, as much as in 
me lies, to encourage and keep them in the way 
of truth, and in the belief of the doctrine of our 
church ; or otherwise if they err, as I believe and 
know you do, by admonitions, instructions, or 
(quod nollem) by censures, to reduce them to their 
duty. I say, upon these considerations, I have 
taken the pains to write and send these papers, to 
undeceive you, to show you your errors, and the 
danger of them. And in order hereunto, I shall, 
as in prudence and conscience I am bound, deal 
impartially and truly with you; and propose some 
few things more to your serious consideration, 
both concerning the matter of your epistle, and 
the manner and way of writing it: which may 
more concern you, than may be at present you 
are aware of. And here, 

1. For the calumnies and reproaches you liber- 
ally cast upon me, for your accusing, arraigning, 
and (causd indictd et inauditd) condemning me, 
of I khow not how many and great errors; I 
desire to know of you, what reason or religion 
allows you thus to calumniate and censure your 
superior, as you confess Iam; and, if you con- 
tinue those your errors and calumnies, may here- 
after, for other reasons, find it true. However, 
what is past I freely pardon; though you 
neither desire, nor, till you confess your crime, 
deserve it. 

_ %. For your strange confidence (such as I never 
yet met with in any sober writer) in affirming 
oO 
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and denying what you please magisterially ; 
always without just, and mostly without any pre- 
tence of proof. It would not be amiss for you 
to consider that advice, which, if I forget not, 
Archidamus anciently gave to one of your confi- 
dence, Aut viribus adde, aut animis deme; either 
use less confidence, or, te support and justify it, 
bring more cogent reasons, and better conse- 
quents. 

3. As to the matter and substance of your 
discourse, which is to prove justification by our 
own works and inherent righteousness, it con- 
tains, 1. Many of your own bold and confident 
assertions (non argumenta sed dictata) without 
_any reason or pretence of proof to establish them. 
2. When you do pretend to reason, and for the 
proof of your positions bring arguments which, 
you say, and may be believe, are unanswerable ; 
they seem to me, for reasons before given, incon- 
sistent or impertinent; and your expositions of 
that place of St. James, of our articles and hom- 
ilies (which you in vain endeavour to expound, so 
as to agree with your novel and erroneous hypo- 
thesis) are manifest mistakes. So that if your 
knowledge of other parts of divinity be no better 
than what you have of justification, as appears by 
your letter, I neither do nor can think you worthy 
of a pastoral charge and cure of souls; nor fit 
to instruct others, till you be better instructed 
yourself. 

4. The pains I have taken in these papers was 
out of an unfeigned love to truth and you; that I 
might undeceive you, and at least endeavour to 
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free you from error, by giving you my reasons 
against, and answering your’s for it. But yet, if 
there be any reason in your letter, which you 
think, as possibly you may, I have not answered ; 
or if you have any other more concluding argu- 
ment; if you will let me know it, I shall, with all 
meekness and sincerity, endeavour your farther 
satisfaction. Only, if you have any such argu- 
ment, and will communicate it, let it not be in a 
loose discourse, but in a logical form, that I may 
more distinctly see the invalidity or strength of 
it; and you the sufficiency or insufficiency of my 
answer. 

(5.) In the meantime, seeing I believe, and 
know, that your positions are erroneous contra- 
dictions to the truth of Scripture, of our Artieéles, 
Homilies, and the known, and by you subscribed 
doctrines of the Church of England ;—especially 
your asserting justification by our own works, 
and inherent righteousness, and your denying the 
imputation of our blessed Saviour’s righteousness 
in our justification coram Deo; and least, by 
preaching such doctrine, you might seduce others, 
and so become doubly guilty, both of your own 
and your people’s errors ;—I do hereby admonish 
you, whatever you may think, not to preach, or 
publish such doctrines; which, I am sure, you 
cannot do, sine veritatis damno, et ecclesié scan- 
dalo ; nor, if our canons and statutes were put in 
execution, without great danger and damage to 
yourself, ‘This admonition I give you; and it 
will concern you more, may be, than you are 
well aware of, to observe it. 

0 2 
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(6.) Lastly, you say, with your usual and un- 
grounded confidence, to give it no worse name, 
‘ That such admonition, as I now give you, pro- 
ceeds not from a spirit aecording to the gospel : 
and that in an age so cold in charity, and void of 
good works; nothing can be more needful for 
us to preach and press, than St. James’s doctrine, 
chap. ii. and how that can be done, without 
preaching up good works, as conditions of our 
justification, you are not able to imagine. So 
you.’! eee 

In answer to this, 1. Whether my admonition, 
or your rash censure be more agreeable with the 
spirit of the gospel, I leave to you, upon second 
thoughts, to consider and judge. 2. What the 
disability of your imagination is, save what I 
understand by your letter, I know not. But if, 
after what is before said for your better informa- 
tion, you shall not be able to understand, St. 
James, many times urged by you and miserably 
mistaken, in a better sense, than that you pretend 
to, your disability, or wilfulness, will be exceeding 
great. 3. That this age, as you truly say, is 
cold in charity, and too void of good works, is, 
and must be confessed; and therefore I willingly 
assent to what you add, ‘ That it is needful that 
we should diligently preach and press them to 
the people.’ But this is not enough: we ought 
also, which you omit, diligently to do good 
works ourselves, as well as preach them to others. 
We should by our piety, justice, sanctity, and 


1 See page E}. 
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civility, give good examples to the people,? and 
ourselves do all those good duties we preach to 
them: least while we press good deeds to others, 
and do bad ones ourselves; our doings do more 
mischief, than our doctrine good. We may, and 
should, in this, imitate Cesar, though a pagan, 
in the poet, Ignave, venire te Cesar, non ire jubet. 
He did not bid his soldiers go and fight, while he 
stayed behind: but he, giving them an example 
of courage and fortitude, bid them follow him, 
and do what he did: and you should, and I hope 
will, remember that of the primitive Christians in 
M., Felix, Non loquimur magna, sed vivimus : they 
did not only talk, an easy thing, but live like 
Christians ; not only exhort others to do good 
works, but did them themselves; as you, and all 
of us should, and I hope, will. 4. See then, as 
for your purpose to preach up good works, I do 
highly approve it; there is a necessity that you, 
and every faithful minister, should do so, But 
you must take heed, that you preach them up, to 
those ends and purposes to which they are ap- 
pointed ; otherwise it may be, as in Socinians 
and Papists it is, a bad work in you to preach up 
good ones. Good works, we say, are necessary. 
1. Necessitate precepti, the eternal and immu- 
table law of nature indispensably requiring them 
of allmen. 2. Necessitate medii; it is to holi- 
ness heaven is promised; 1 Tim. iv. 8. nor can 
‘ we obtain salvation without it, Heb. xii. 14. 


1 Titusii. 7. Phil. iv. 9. 1 Tim.iv. 12. ‘‘Be thou an 
example of the believers, in word, in conversation, in 
charity, in spirit, in faith, in purity.” 

0 3 
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Good works are the way in which we are to walk 
towards heaven; Eph. ii. 10. but then you must 
remember, that good works are via ad gloriam, 
via regni, licet non causa regnandi, non ad jus- 
titiam. We are created in Christ Jesus unto 
good works, says the Apostle,! that we should 
walk in them. We must be new creatures, re- 
generate, born again, and made the sons of God 
by faith, John i. 12. which is the spiritual life by 
which the just live, Heb. x. 38. before we can 
exercise the operations of that life by walking in 
good works, which are the effects of it. Good 
works, in adultis, are media precedanea in ordine 
ad gloriam, non ad justitiam: they necessarily 
precede our justification. Our mother the Church 
of England, out of St. Augustine, tells us, ‘ That 
good works follow justification, and pre-suppose 
the person just ;? and so cannot possibly be media 
or via ad justitiam ; for so they should be ante- 
cedent and precede that, which, of necessity, they 
do, and must follow. And hence it further, and 
evidently follows, that if you preach and press 
good works, as media et via ud justitiam, as pre- 
vious and antecedent means, or conditions of our 
justification coram Deo; you mistake your text, 
whatever it be, and contradict truth, and the 
approved, received, ard, by you, subscribed 
doctrine of our Church. There are good ends, 
and necessary uses, Titus iii. 14. for which good 
-works ought carefully to be pressed and done, 


1 Dicto loco. Eph. ii. 10. 


2 Art. Relig. 12. See the Hom. of Fasting, pt. 1. in 
Vol, ii. of our Homilies, p. 81, 82. 
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and none presseth them more than St. Paul, 
(Phil. iv. 8. 1 Thess. v. 22. Titus iii. 1. Heb. 
xill. 29. Col, iii. 10, 11, &c.) and our Church 
from him. But our justification by them is none 
of those ends or uses; as may, and, I hope, will 
appear, by what is before said, as to Mie par- 
ticular. 

What these papers, or the reasons given in 
them, may signify to you, I know not. Only 
if you read themi without prejudice, and with the 
same sincerity and desire of truth, wherewith L 
have writ them; they may possibly prove bene- 
ficial to you. Sure I am, it is my desire and 
hearty prayer, that God Almighty would be gra- 
ciously pleased so to bless and illuminate our 
understandings; that both you and I may see, 
and assent to the truth, when we see it; and so 
to sanctify our wills and affections, that we may 
embrace and love it. Let not your great and 
ungrounded confidence deceive you; for I can 
assure you that wiser and greater men than I do 
believe and know, that you have incurred the 
censure of our canon and statute, and that: I 
might, without any further witness or evidence, 
excommunicate you (or you being already excom- 
municatus a lege, I might declare that de facto 
you are excommunicate) seeing you have in 
your letter, and under your band, made yourself 
confitentem reum, and confessed yourself guilty 
of those errors, which by law deserve it; and if I 
should execute that sentence, you would not 
easily get it off. But it is your good, spiritual 
and temporal, which I really desire, and not your 
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ruin, and ergo, if the reasons I have given you, 
prevail not so far, as to the altering of your 
judgment, and renouncing your errors; yet if 
you obey my admonition, which will concern 
you more than you are aware, and do not publicly 
endeavour to infect others, but keep them to 
yourself, though it would be an affliction to me 
to see any of my brethren espouse such errors, as 
really are, and one day will appear dangerous ; 
I say, if you keep them to yourself, I shall be so 
far from troubling you, that, if you have any 
occasion to use me, you shall find me willing, 
and, may be, able by my authority and interest 
with my friends, which are neither few for num- 
ber, nor for quality inconsiderable, to assist you 
in any thing, which may tend to your good. So 
that as at present, notwithstanding your great 
provocations, I am, so for the future, unless you 
give just and further cause to the contrary, 
I shall be 


Your loving friend, and brother, ~ 
THOMAS LINCOLNE. 


London, June 6, 1678. 


MR. J. WS SECOND LETTER 


TO 


BISHOP BARLOW. 


My Lorp, 


Your’s I received, whereby I perceive your 
lordship hath been much offended at my letter, 
and I do also plainly see thereby, that you had 
just cause so to be. Now ere I proceed any 
further, I express myself concerning your, and 
my writings, as followeth. As for your’s, my 
lord, that good and Christian spirit which breathes 
through it, together with your fatherly care to 
inform me of the truth, and desire of my profit, 
and the intermixture of so much reading and 
learning hath much wrought upon me to love and 
honour you, which J shall do unfeignedly, whilst 
I live. Though, my lord, I hope, you will not 
be displeased, if I say, that now and then, there 
is some spice of human infirmity, (as what good 
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man is without ?) and some mistake of my mean- 
ing, perhaps sometimes occasioned through my 
own ill wording of it. 

As for my own, I do retract all that part of 
the letter, wherein your lordship judges yourself 
to be by me reproached, accused, censured, and 
misrepresented. I can assure you, my lord, that 
if this be finis scripti, it never was scribentis ; and 
seeing your lordship denies some words that I 
attribute to you; I will believe you rather than 
my own memory. And though you have par- 
doned me already for it, yet I do most humbly 
desire your pardon again, and do profess my 
hearty sorrow for it, and do beg it of God; and 
do also desire you to beg it of him forme. As 
for the argumentative part of it, I do believe that 
it was not managed with so much caution, wisdom, 
and modesty, as became me towards you; call 
my management of it imprudence, rashness, 
vanity, folly, vain confidence, presumption, or 
what you please, I will take it patiently, and I 
humbly beseech you to forgive it. 

As for my impugning the Articles of the 
Church of England, and its doctrine, I am not 
yet convinced of that ; but whether I have or not, 
seeing your Lordship doth judge that I have, and 
thereupon have incurred the penalty of excommu- 
nication, which you say, you freely remit ; I do 
‘here also acknowledge your goodness, and do 
promise that I will not spread any opinion, that 
shall thwart the received doctrine of our church: 
and do submit to your admonition, rather of keep- 
ing my opinion as to myself, than of publishing 
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them to the prejudice of religion by law. esta- 
blished. 

My Lord, though you have found me too con- 
fident, you shall not find me a contumacious 
person, but submissive to my superiors, and par- 
ticularly to yourself, as I ought to be. But 
though I exceedingly value your Lordship’s 
learning and judgment, yet can I not be satisfied 
with some of your expositions of Scripture: yet 
will I not contend with my diocesan, nor make 
any reply, unless you enjoin me. However 
because your Lordship hath given me leave to 
move my doubts to you in logical form, I will 
adventure a little now, not fearing that your 
Lordship will take any advantage of law eer 
me for it. 

1. Qu. An sancti inherente justitia wlistifienh- 
tur? Aff. 

Prob. Fides est justitia inhewrens, sed sancti 
fide justificantur. Ergo. Justitia inherente. 
‘Minor conceditur. Major probatur ex Rom, iv. 
13. 

2. Qu. An operando, et consequenter operibus, 
justificantur sancti P Aff. 

Qui fidendo justificantur, operando justificantur. 
Sed sancti fidendo justificantur. Ergo. Minor 
conceditur. Major probatur ex 2 Thess. i. 11. 
and 1 Thess. i. 3. Joan vi. 29. 

3. Qu. An justificatio Jacobina sit constitutiva, 
vel coram Deo; an declarativa vel coram Homi- 
nibus. Aff. Prius. Neg. Post. 

Ea justificatio que aliter exprimitur, adeoq: 
exponitur per Salvationem, imputationem ad 
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justitiam, et Reconciliationem cum Deo, ea demum 
est justificatio constitutiva. Sed justificatio Jaco- 
bina, &c. Ergo. 

Major probatur ex Rom. iv. per Totum. Item 
ex Homil. de salute vel Salvatione humani gene- 
ris, &c. i. e. de justificatione ut exponitur. Art. 
XI. Minor probatur ex Jacob ii. 14, 23. 

4. Qu. An justificatio Evangelica ponitur in 
Remissione peccatorum ? Aff. 

Ea justificatio, cujus natura explicatur per 
remissionem peccatorem, ponitur in remis- 
sione peccatorum. Sed _ justificationis evan- 
gelice natura, et forma, explicatur per remis- 
sionem peccatorum, Ergo. Major, ni fallor, 
conceditur. Minor probatur ex Rom. iv. 2, 8. 
Ubi justificatio, imputatio ad justitiam, remissio 
peceatorum et non-imputatio iniquitatis sunt 
isodvvapsyra. Item ex Hom. Justif. parte I. 
initio, Quisque autem ex necessitate constringi- 
tur ad querendam alteram justitiam sive justifica- 
tionem ex Dei ipsius manibus accipiendam, 
scilicet, remissionem suorum peccatorum et delic- 
torum in quibuscunque deliquit. Parte II. fine 
fides viva nos ase abigit et remittit et dirigit 
(Angl. appointeth 1. e. pointeth) nos ad Christum, 
ut ex illo solo remissionem peccatorum nostrorum 
vel justificationem percipiamus. 

5. Qu.An obedientia Christiana justificamur ? Aff. 

Que obedientia divinitts nobis statuitur, ut 
exinde justitiam obtineamus, ea est justifica. Sed 
obedientia Christiana, &c. Ergo. 

Major conceditur. Minor probatur ex Rom. 
v1. 16, Collat, cum, 10, 10. Rom, ii. 13. 
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6. Qu. An fides justifica sit nuda fiducia mise- 
ricordiz divine ? Neg. 

Ea fides, que competit improbis, non est fides 
justifica, Sed nuda fiducia misericordie divine 
competit improbis. Ergo. Major conceditur, 
Minor probatur ex Mic. iii. 11. Esa. xlviii. 1, 2. 

My Lord, a concession, or a denial, or a dis- 
tinction explained with as much brevity as is used 
in the school disputations, as it will be less trou- 
blesome to your Lordship, so is it as much as 
modesty in me can expect from you, who have so 
many avocations to call you off. 

I will now, my Lord, crave leave, and I beseech 
you be not offended at it, for it concerneth me to 
hint a mistake or two of yours in your writings, 
which are very obvious. P. 18. [4. ‘ But, tolet all 
these pass, you add that in the 39 Articles there 
is not one syllable, you know of, against justifica- 
tion by works, for say you, Article 11. speaks 
only against justification by our own works or 
deservings, which are quite another thing. These 
are your words, which I confess I wonder at’] If 
these be my words, I confess your Lordship may 
well wonder at them, and impute nonsense to me, 
therefore as you Ibid. Lin. ult. but I profess in 
verbo sacerdotis the words are not so in my copy, 
but thus, Art. 11. speaks only against justification 
for our own works, now if it be by in your copy, 
it was my oversight, and I do here again cry you 
mercy ; if it be for, as I suppose it is, then it is 
both sense and truth, but by makes it both false 
and nonsense. P. 123. [‘ And hence you may see 
how inconsiderately you write, when you say that 

Bee 
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it is not Christ’s righteousness, which the Apostle 
saith is imputed, but righteousness, that is, as you 
‘say, pardon of our sins; and yet in the very next 
words you say, that our sins are pardoned for the 
sake of Christ’s righteousness, where you evi- 
dently contradict yourself.’] My words are these : 
‘It is not imputing Christ’s righteousness, but 
imputing righteousness, which is there (viz Rom. 
iv.) mentioned, which is the same with pardon, 
or justification, and this for the sake of Christ’s 
righteousness. And the meaning is evident, not 
that part of the phrase, viz. righteousness, as your 
Lordship misapprehended, but the whole phrase, 
viz. imputing righteousness is the same as pardon 
or justification, which pardon or justification is 
always for the sake of Christ’s righteousness. P. 
ibid. [* You say Christ’s righteousness is not 
imputed for pardon of our sins’] My words do 
only contradict the opinion of some that do assert 
a bi-form justification, partly in remission of sins, 
and partly in imputation of Christ’s righteousness ; 
of which neither Homily nor Scripture says any 
thing. Nor do I remember any such phrase as 
imputing Christ’s righteousness in either of them. 
Now sure aman may say all this, and yet hold 
the imputation of Christ’s righteousness notwith- 
standing: my own opinion is, that for the sake 
_of Christ’s righteousness we are reputed righteous : 
if this be the same with the imputation of Christ’s 
righteousness, I do cordially own it: if there be 
any thing more in that phrase, I do not yet un- 
derstand it, nor do I contradict it. P. ibid. [* It 
is, saith the text, his righteousness for the remis- 
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sion of our (dele our) sins. The righteousness of 
our blessed Saviour’s sufferings and satisfaction 
was therefore imputed, that for it our sins might 
be remitted.”] The his seems not to relate to 
Christ, but to God, ver. 21, 22. chap. i.17. For 
though God and Christ be in some respects the 
same; yet God, as the party wronged, and Christ, 
as the party satisfying for the wrong, are in this 
argument distinguished, as Rev. Mr. Thomas 
Gataker, in his posthumous discourse on Rom. 
iii. 28. p. 34. hath well observed. By this, my 
Lord, you have asmall specimen of your own 
fallibility, and see that in your writings, vor 
hominem sonat ter in und pagind, But I will pro- 
ceed no further in so ungrateful a work. 

My Lord, I have herewith sent you an abstract, 
or synopsis of a discourse of my own, which hath 
been the fruit of seven years’ study, which I hum- 
bly request you to peruse: and to you I send it, 
rather than any man else I know. i. Because 
you are so well skilled, not only in all other, but 
in this part of learning also. 2. Because of my 
relation to you as my diocesan. If your Lord- 
ship, upon the perusal hereof, hath any mind to 
see the work at large, or any part of it, I will 
gladly send it you: if not, I desire you to res- 
tore my papers again. For brevity Lhave omitted 
here to give learned men their titles of respect ; 
but I have done so in the book itself; neither is it 
severe against any man, but Dr. Is. Vossius, and 
that towards the end. Your papers, my Lord, 
have represented me so stupid, that, upon the 
reading of them, I was much discouraged from 

p 2 
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ever sending you these writings; for I thought 
you could not have any good opinion of any thing 
of mine, who have judged my former attempt so 
very weak, impertinent, and erroneous all along ; 
but upon second thoughts I resolved to cast my- 
self upon your candour, which is so generally 
acknowledged ; and the consideration of that good 
and Christian temper, besides the great learning 
which you oft discover in your papers, did ani- 
mate me thereunto. I confess the pains that 
you have bestowed upon me, considering your 
high and my low degree, are very obliging to me, 
and shall certainly have this effect upon me, if 
they have no other, for I doubt it will not change 
my judgment, which yet shall not be for want of 
diligence to find out the truth, to make me ready 
to do you any service to my poor power; and 
though it should do me no good at all, yet it will 
be very acceptable to God in you, who did really 
aim at my good; and to Him I leave it, to requite 
you for it: and wishing the continuance of your 
life and health here, with your eternal happiness 
hereafter, I rest, 


My Lord, 
Your most obliged Servant, . 


Jt We 


BISHOP BARLOW’S SECOND LETTER 


OF 


JUSTIFICATION. 


SIR, 


I recetvep your Letter, and read it with much 
more satisfaction and comfort than I did your 
former. ‘The modesty, calm, and Christian tem- 
per expressed in your last, and the free promise 
you have made, and will, I doubt not, make good, 
to obey the friendly admonition I gave you, make 
much for your credit and my comfort: and when- 
ever there is an opportunity wherein J may assist, 
or promote your spiritual or temporal good, you 
shall find me very willing, and may be able to 
give you, what you have given me, some comfort 
and satisfaction. ‘The papers I sent to you had, 
I am sure, no ends but only truth and your bene- 
fit; and in writing them, Si quid humanitus ecci- 
derit, if any too passionate or imprudent passage 
fell from my pen, which might offend or in any 
way discourage you, nollem dictum, I desire, what 
you desire, and have of me, your pardon and 
prayers ; andif you knew my many troublesome 
P 3 
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businesses, and more infirmities, you would have 
reason to believe, I needed them. I perceive the 
papers, I sent, have not given you that satisfac- 
tion I hoped they would; and possibly, upon 
second thoughts and impartial consideration may. 
Ido not desire you should believe me, or any 
papers of mine, further than the reasons given 
may deserve your belief and assent. May the 
most gracious God of truth illuminate our under- 
standings, your’s and mine, that we may see, and 
impartially assent to truth; and sanctify our 
wills and affections, that we may love, and, all 
by ends and ‘interests laid aside, sincerely confess 
it. He who thinks to save any thing by his reli- 
gion, beside his soul, will be a loser in the end. 
For your six doubts, which you mention, and 
desire me to take no advantage by them. 1. It 
is your good, not your loss in the least, which I 
seek, 2. If therefore I can take any advantage 
of any thing for your benefit, I shall both willingly 
and sincerely do it; but for your hurt, you may 
be sure, I shall never do it. 3. For your doubts 
themselves, I am sorry such little objections, 
which are indeed inconsequent, and impertinent, 
should occasion any doubt in you of so great, and 
so evident a truth. 4. Had you read, and impar- 
tially considered the papers sent you, you might 
have found, as I am at present persuaded, a just 
answer to all these your objections, which it seems 
occasion your doubt of the position I defend: and 
to these papers I might refer you. 5. But for 
your further satisfaction, I shall give you a short 
answer to each particular reason you allege 
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5anst that truth I defend. And here your first 
reason, to prove we are justified by our inherent 
righteousness, is this, 

1. You say, ‘ We are justified by faith, (Rom. 
iv. 13.) Ergo, by inherent righteousness. 

To this I say, 1. That the question only is, 
what it is, for which we are justified coram Deo: 
or what is the ratio formalis et motivum propter 
quod justificamur coram Deo, et a peccatis absol- 
vimur. And this is only the merits and satisfac- 
tion of our blessed Saviour, He, as our surety, 
(Heb. vii. 22. and Heb. ix. 15.) has paid our 
debt, and the full price of our redemption ; for 
which alone we have justification coram Deo, and 
absolution from all our sins. Whence heis called 
our righteousness, (Jer. xxiii. 6. 1 Cor. i. 30.) 
Faith indeed is the hand or instrument, by which 
we receive, (John 1. 12. Eph. iil. 17.) apply, rely 
upon, and have an interest in his satisfaction ; but 
it is his blood and passion only, and the satisfac- 
tion given to his Father for us, which does, or can 
justify us, coram Deo. Hence we are said to be 
justified by his blood ; (Rom. v. 9.) that is, by 
faith in his blood : (Rom. v. 1, 2. Rom. ii. 25.) 
and that we are justified by the redemption which 
is in Jesus Christ. (Rom. iii. 24.) And we have 
redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of 
our sins. (Eph.i. 7.) So that the thing, which 
only justifies us coram Deo, is the meritorious 
sufferings and satisfaction of our blessed Saviour, 
and not the habit orjacts of faith, or of any other 
virtue or grace whatsoever, which our church 
hath expressly told us; 1. In our Articles, We 
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are} justified before God only for the merits of 
Christ. It says indeed, that it is by faith; as by 
the hand and instrument, which receives Christ, 
and gives us a right to his sufferings and satisfac- 
tion. But faith, by receiving our blessed Saviour, 
and his merits and satisfaction for us, does no more 
justify, than a poor man’s hand receiving £1000. 
from his benefactor does inrich; or a wounded 
man’s hand, receiving and applying an excellent 
plaster from his surgeon, can be said to cure: 
no, it is the money received which does inrich, 
and the plaster which does cure, aud not the 
hands which received, or applied them. 2. Our 
Homilies, if that be possible, more fully in the 
beginning of the Ist. pt. of the Homily of Salva- 
tion ;* and in the 2nd. pt. of that Homily.2 3. 
It is true, the Homily in the place last named 
speaks against the merit of our works, as no way 
deserving our justification; and so may seem to 
shut them out from having any hand in our justi- 
fication, per modum meriti only; as the * Homily 
in that sense shuts out our faith too. But it is 
evident, both in our Article, and Homilies, that 
our good works, all of them, save faith only, are 
so shut out that they have no hand at all in 
our justification: neither as causes for which, nor 
as conditions or instruments by which, our blessed 
Saviour’s merits are made ours. Weare justified 


1 Art. Religionis XI, 
2 In our Book of ge Sab p. 13. Editionis London, 
ieee 
3 Ibid. p. 17,18. 
4 Hom, p. 18. line 2, &c. p. 29, line 11, &c, 
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(says our Eleventh Article) only for the merits of 
Christ. And only by Faith. And the Homily 
says, ‘That a lively faith, and nothing else on 
our part is required to our justification.1 4. I 
grant that the Apostle says we are justified by 
faith, (Rom. v. 1.) and thence you endeavour to 
infer that we are justified by our inherent righ- 
teousness ; seeing faith, both the act and habit, 
is subjectivé inherent in us. But this is a manifest 
mistake. For when faith is said to justify, as 
usually it is, the meaning is not that the habit or 
act of faith doth justify us coram Deo ; for it is 
most certain that we have remission of sins, 
(Eph. i. 7.) and so justification, (Rom. v. 9.) 
only by our blessed Saviour’s blood, and the 
merits of his passion: but faith, when it is said 
to justify, is taken for its object, the merits of 
Christ received, relied upon, and applied by faith. 
This is that our Article (Art. XI.) says, that we 
are justified before God only for the merits of 
Christ by faith. Satisfactio Christt Remissionem 
peccata et gustitiam sola apud Deum impetrat ; 
fides sola applicat merita et satisfactionem Christi, 
ut nostra sint, et nobis ad justitiam prosint. And 
in that place you cite, Rom. iv. 13. where men- 
tion is made of the righteousness of faith ; the 
meaning is not, that the habit or act of faith is 
our inherent righteousness. But the righteous- 
ness there meant, is the righteousness of our 
blessed Saviour performed by him, as our Media- 
tor and Surety, in our stead, and for us; which 


‘ Hom. p, 14, line 43. 
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is inherent in him, and external to us. And this 
righteousness is called in Scripture. 1. Justitia 
Christi, quia ab illo prestita, et in illo subjective 
inherens. 2. Justitia Dei. (Rom. il. 21, 22, &c.) 
Who sent his Son to be our Saviour, accepted his 
satisfaction given for us, and imputes it to us for 
remission of sins and our justification : Christ is our 
righteousness, says the Prophet, (Jer. xxiii. 6.) and 
it is God who made him so. 1 Cor. i. 30. éeyvevnOy 
nary Sixatocdvy dro @ea. It is of God, that Christ 
and his righteousness is imputed and made ours. 
3. It is called justitia fidei, because by a lively 
faith, it is received and made ours; (Rom. ili. 22. 
24—26.) as is evident in Scripture, and expressly 
. testified by our Church, which says, (Art. XI.) 
Christ’s merits are made ours only by faith, for 
the affirmative, and by no other virtue whatsoever, 

in the negative.1 But enough, if not too much 
of this; which is so far from being any just 
ground, why you should doubt of the truth of 
that position you deny; that it affords you not 
the least probability for it. 

Your second objection, or reason to prove 
justification by works, is, that credere est operari, 
erz0, st credendo, etiam operando, seu ex operibus, 
justificamur. 1. This is the same objection, as 
to the matter of it, with the former, and therefore 
the answer to that may be sufficient for this. 
2. But you had this very objection, in your for- 
mer letter, and a distinct and particular answer 
to it in the papers I sent you. Now that answer 


’ Hom: of Salvation, pt. III. p. 18. linea ultima. 
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gave you satisfaction, or not. If it did; me- 
thinks you should not afterwards bring that ob- 
jection, to which you had before received satis- 
faction. If not, you ought in reason, to have 
told me wherein, and why it failed; that so I 
might have endeavoured your further satisfac - 
tion; or, if your reasons were cogent, I might 
have acknowledged it, and have been thankful 
for your discovery of truth, and my better 
information. In the mean time, till you tell me, 
where it fails, and is faulty, I refer you to my 
former answer. 

In your third objection, you endeavour to 
prove, that the justification spoken of James ii. 
is not declarative, but constitutive, non coram 
‘lg solum, sed coram Deo. To this, I say, 

. That this was the main objection pressed almost 
in every part of your former letter ; indeed a miser- 
able and manifest mistake of St. James’s meaning, 
which I did largely and particularly prove in my 
former paper from evident places of scripture, 
of which you take no notice. 2. When St. 
James says, ‘‘ That Abraham was justified by 
works,” when he offered Isaac, it is manifest, 
1. That this act of offering his son, was an act 
of a lively and justifying faith, Heb. xi. 17. by 
‘which he was justified coram Deo, (Gen. xii. 14. 
Heb. xi. 8.) above forty years before, and stood 
then actually justified when he offered up his 
son; so that it was as impossible for that act to 
justify him, as todo a thing which was actually 
done before. %. As good fruit necessarily pre- 
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supposes the tree good from whence it comes;! 
so good and just works, especially such an ex- 
cellent work as that of Abraham’s offering his 
son, of necessity pre-supposes the person good 
and just who does them; or, as St. John ex- 
presseth it, a person born of God and regenerate ;2 
and therefore antecedently just before God, be- 
fore we can do any good work. And ergo, it 
was necessary that Abraham should be a justified 
person, before it was possible for him to do such 
an act of heroic piety: and if he was coram Deo 
actually justified before, then it is impossible the 
oblation of his son should justify him coram Deo; 
though coram hominibus it might, and really did 
justify him. But much more evidence of this 
‘truth you have in the former papers, and to them 
I might refer you. 3. You endeavour to prove 
the justification of Abraham spoken of by Paul, 
Rom. iv. and by James, chap. i. 21. to be one 
and the same justification constitutive, and coram 
Deo; which is a strange and unadvised attempt : 
for the justification of Abraham, Paul speaks of, 
as is evident in the text, is a justification by faith 
without works by the imputation of an external 
righteousness: and Abraham’s justification, St. 
James mentions, is by works only, an inherent 
(without any external imputed) righteousness : 


1 Matt. vii. 16—18. A corrupt tree cannot bring 
forth good fruit. Men do not gather figs of thistles. 

2 1 John ii. 29; and Eph. ii. 10. We must be created 
in Christ Jesus, new creatures, before we can do any good 
work. 


OF JUSTIFICATION. 169 


which are so different, and e diametro opposed, 
that you may as well unite the opposite poles, 
reconcile contradictions, and do impossibilities, 
as prove the justification of Abraham, Rom. iv. 
to be the same with that James 11. 21. And for 
the two texts you bring, James ii. 14, 23. I can- 
not imagine, why you should think, they can any 
way prove your purpose; or that they relate to 
Abraham’s justification by works in sacrificing 
his son. Seeing the former place, James ii. 14. 
is evidently impertinent, and the second place, 
James ii. 23, speaks of Abraham’s justification by 
faith twenty five years before he had a son,! and, 
at least, forty one years before he offered him. 
For, according to our most approved and re- 
ceived chronology, Abraham offered his son, 
anno etatis sue 116, which was forty one years 
after his departing out of Haran, and so after his 
justification by faith coram Deo. And if yet you - 
doubt, till I know some reason why you do so, I 
must refer you to my former papers. 

In your fourth objection, or doubt, you endea- 
vour to prove that justification consists in re- 
mission of sins: but to what purpose you take 
pains to prove this, I know not ; for I have never 
yet met with any who denies it; I am sure, I 
do not. 

In your fifth objection, wherein the position 
_-you endeavour to prove, is this, That obedientid 


1! Abraham was justified by faith, when he left Haran, 
Heb. xi. 8. then he was seventy-five years old, Gen. xii. 4. 
And Isaac was not. born till Abraham was an hundred 
years old. 
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Christiand justificamur. That we are justified 
by our own Christian obedience, for that is, and 
must be the meaning of it. Now to this, I say, 
1. That I am exceedingly troubled that you, or 
any of my brethren, should assert such a position, 
in derogation of our blessed Saviour’s obedience, 
by which alone we are, or can be justified, and 
presumption of your own, which, whatever it be, 
is far short of any possibility to justify you corum 
Deo. %. Iam troubled that you should urge 
such places of scripture for the proof of your 
position ; which I dare, and do say, either you 
never read, or did not seriously and impartially 
consider, or, at least, understood them not. For 
Ido say, and know, that they are so far from 
proving your position, that they prove the con- 
trary: and presuppose that justification already 
past, for attaining whereof, you say, those works 
are to be done. 3. Your position, choose you 
which you please, is either Popish or Socinian ; 
against express scripture, and the received sense 
and judgment of the ancient, and all reformed 
churches ; some reasons of this I now say, 
when you have time, and a mind impartially to 
consider them, you may find in the papers I sent 
you. 4. In the mean time, pray consider what 
the Apostle says: That itis the obedience of our 
blessed Saviour, not our own, by which we are 
made righteous ; and his righteousness, Rom, v. 
18. not our own, by which we are justified. He 
was obedient, for us, to death, the death of the 
cross; and by this obedience and his blood we 
have remission of our sins, Eph, i. 7, Col. i, 14. 
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and justification, Rom. v. 9; iii. 24, 25. 5. 
Whatever justifies us, must, of necessity, pre- 
cede, and be antecedent to our justification ; but 
our Christian obedience, which you say, justifies 
us, is an effect and consequent of a lively faith 
and justification; as our Article, which you have 
subscribed, expressly tells you; and has evident 
ground in scripture for it, Heb. xi. per totum. 
6. The first place you bring (Rom. vi. 19,) to 
prove that we are enjoined by God to perform 
Christian obedience, ut exinde justitiam obtinea- 
mus. Now, says the Apostle there, ‘‘ Yield your 
members servants to righteousness, unto holi- 
ness.” Whence you would infer that the Ro- 
mans, to whom he writes, were to be servants to 
righteousness, and perform Christian obedience, 
to the end that they might be justified by it. 
But here you miserably mistake the text, and the 
Apostle’s meaning, which is hardly possible for 
any man to do, who reads, and impartially con- 
siders it; for, 1. it is evident, that the Apostle 
writes to those who were “ called to be saints, 
and were beloved of God,” Rom. i. 7. to those 
who were ‘ freed from sin and justified,” Rom. 
vi. 22. and so became the servants of God. 2. 
He exhorts these to Christian obedience, and 
works of righteousness, that they ‘‘ would yield 
their members (d8ra 77 aia? servants to 
righteousness,” Rom. vi. 19.—the place you 
cite, not «és CiKausoabyyy to be justified by that 
obedience, but, «5 ayiacpdy for their sanctification. 


! Art. Religion 12. 
Q 2 
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He expressly says, that they were justified al- 
ready ; and then exhorts them to good works, 
which, as fruits of a justifying faith, might con- 
cur to their sanctification. ‘The Apostle’s words 
are to this purpose most plain and evident, 
«* But now (says the Apostle) being made free 
from sin (justified) and become servants to God ; 
you have your fruit (cis éyiaepéy) to sanctification, 
and the end everlasting life,’ Rom. vi. 22. So 
that the Apostle here exhorts the Romans to the 
doing good works of Christian obedience, not to 
be justified by them, as you pretend, for he ex- 
pressly says that they were justified before. They 
were not to do them, «is d:casoovytw, to be justified. 
by them, that had been to your purpose, but he 
says it not, but eis dyiacudy, in order to their 
sanctification, and as fruits, so he expressly calls. 
them, of that faith, by which they were before 
justified. So that this place had better been 
omitted, seeing it is a proof, not for, but ng me 
your position. 

The second place you bring to prove that God 
requires Christian obedience of us, to that end 
that we may be justified by it, is this, ‘* For with 
the heart man believeth unto righteousness, and 
with the mouth confession is made unto salvation,” 
Rom. x. 10. Here 1. I cannot imagine what 
reason you can have to produce this place. Vor 
sure I am, it is impossible by this text, to prove 
your position. 2. Had the Apostle: said, That 
with the heart man believeth, and with the 
mouth confession is made unto righteousness, or 
justification; it might have been some proof 
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of your position. But this he does. not say, but 
rather the contrary; that the heart believeth to 
righteousness or justification; which is most 
consonant to St. Paul’s doctrine and the truth of 
scripture. Faith, as our Homily tells you,! being 
the only condition, on our part, required to our 
justification, and no other works. But confes- 
sion, he says, is required, not to justification, but 
only to salvation. But although this place 
neither do, nor can make any thing for your 
purpose, and hypothesis ; yet it makes much for 
mine ; and affords a just ground for a distinction, 
which I desire you would, and it may concern 
you to consider. It is this, Things may be pre- 
required as Media vel conditiones: vel 1. Ad 
justitidm. vel 2. Ad gloriam. For the first, we 
say, that faith is necessarily pre-required, ad 
justitiam ; it, and only it,, being pre-required on 
our part, for the application of our blessed Sa- 
viour’s merits and -satisfaction, and so for our 
justification by them, as our Article tells you,? and 
our Homily too. For the second we say, That 
universal sincere obedience, and all manner of 
good works, which our Article XII. callsthe neces- 
sary effects and consequents of that lively faith, 
which justifies us, are, in all who do come to 
years of discretion, necessarily pre-required as 
media antecedentia in ordine ad gloriam, though 
not ad justitiam, they are via regni, non causa 
regnandi. Good works and holiness are so pre- 

1 Hom. of Salvation, pt. 1. p. 14. 2 Article 2. 

% In our Homilies, p. 14. and p, 18. in calce utriusq, 
pagine. — 
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required ad gloriam, as without them, ‘““no man 
shall see the Lord,” Heb. xii. 14. 1 Tim. iv. 8. 
Lastly, the last place you refer me to is as little 
to your purpose and proof of your position, Rom. 
ii, 13. where the apostle says, ‘‘ Not the hearers, 
but the doers of the law shall be justified before 
God.” Where, first, this is most true de justitid 
legali; when the condition is, fac hoc et vives. 
Fulfilling of the law, and perfect good works, is 
the condition required to legal righteousness ; 
but not so to evangelical, of which only you 
should speak. I say, doing of the law, and legal 
works, is no condition pre-required of us by God 
for our justification. The new covenant is fedus 
gratia, non operum. A covenant whereby God 
justifies the ungodly, Rom. iv. 5. And to the 
true believer, imputes righteousness without 
works, Rom. iv. 6. These things I have said 
for your sake only, for these places, having no 
appearance of proof, deserve no answer. 

In your last objection you endeavour to prove 
that fides justifica non est nuda fiducia mise- 
ricordia. But this is impertinent; for none, I 
know, affirm it; I am sure I do not; nor the 
Church of England,! which requires necessarily 
the presence of hope, love, penitence, and other 
virtues, in homine justificato, though not. their 
concurrence, ad justificationem. ‘Lhe words of 
the Homily are these, and worth your considera- 
tion, ‘ Though all these virtues are present toge- 
ther in him who is justified, yet they justify not 


1 Homily of Salvatien, Part I. p. 14, 15. 
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altogether : nor doth faith shut out the justice 
ot good works, which are necessary to be done 
afterwards.’ Pray consider that our Church be- 
lieves, and you and I, having subscribed her 
doctrine, should believe it too, that good works 
are not antecedent causes or conditions of our 
justification, but necessary effects and consequents 
of it; que sequuntur justificatum, non antecedunt 
justificandum ; and therefore neither do nor can 
constitute us just, but presuppose us just before 
they have any being: but it shuts out good 
works, so that we may not do them to this intent 
to be made just by them. This is the plain doc- 
trine of our Holy Mother, the Church of England; 
and it will concern you and me to consider, how 
you can reconcile what you positively affirm in 
your fifth objection with this doctrine of our 
Church. Obedientia Christiana, say you, divinitus 
nobis pracipitur, ut exinde justitiam obtineamus. 
We may not do good works, to the end to be 
justified by them, says your Mother, the Church 
of England. We must do them, say you, and 
God has commanded that we should do them, to 
that end. You must either recant this your 
temerarious and erroneous position, for evidently 
so it is; or, if not, you will, which will no way 
become you, stand in open defiance to your 
Mother, and contradiction to her doctrine, which 
you have subscribed; which renders you, by 
express law, liable to excommunication and 
deprivation.—Pray consider it. 

In your second letter, (seep. 157.) you say, 
the words in your former Letter were these, The 
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Eleventh Article speaks only against justification 
for our own works: and then you add, If it be 
for, {as you suppose it is,) then it is both sense 
and truth ; but by makes it both false and non- 
sense. 1. I confess it is for, in the Letter you 
sent me, as you say it is in your copy. 2. But 
let it be for, or by works, your position is equally 
untrue. For if you say, We are justified for 
works, or, We are justified by works ; both these 
assertions contradict the Eleventh Article, which 
says expressly, That we are justified before God, 
only for the merits of Christ ; and only by faith; 
whence it evidently follows, if our Article be 
true, that we cannot be justified either for, or by 
works. So that by your assertion, as yourself 
state it, you evidently contradict our Article, and 
the truth by you subscribed, which expressly says, 
that we are justified only by faith ; and you say, 
that we are justified by works. And then, if this 
assertion be true, the Article is false, which says, 
we are justified only by faith : for certainly the 
works, by which you say we are justified, are 
another thing, and distinct from faith. 

After this, you would seem to say something 
in defence of what you said in your former Letter 
against the imputation of our blessed Saviour’s 
righteousness in our justification : but what your 
meaning is, or how what you say consists with 
truth, or your own other assertions, I confess I 
cannot understand; and so I shall leave that 
matter to my former, and ‘your second thoughts. 

I have read, and, with my thanks, return you 
the Synopsis of your Tract of Chronology. The 
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heads you handle are many, of great consequence, 
and disposed into a good method : but I need not 
tell you that a satisfactory determination of all 
the questions proposed by you, both in philosophy, 
concernine the nature of time and quantity in 
general, and in chronology, concerning the seve- 
ral ere or epoche, will be periculose plenum opus 
alee, a very hard and difficult task. I thank you 
for your kind offer to communicate your whole 
Work to me; and when our public businesses 
are over here, and I settled in some quiet at 
Buckden, I should be glad to see you and your 
Chronological Tract there, where you shall be 
welcome to 


Your loving Friend and Brother, 
FO. 


London, Sept.7, 1678. - 
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